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Chairman Miller. The Committee will come to order on today’s 
hearing, Shaping the Message, Distorting the Science: Media Strate- 
gies to Influence Science Policy. 

Ronald Reagan said that facts were stubborn things. Mr. Rohr- 
abacher may have written those words. The topic of today’s hearing 
is a consorted effort by opponents of measures to reduce green- 
house gas emissions, to bully scientific facts into submission, and, 
under intense pressure, the facts about global warming caved in 
and proved much more elastic, much less stubborn than Ronald 
Reagan had us believe. At least that is how it has appeared to the 
public. According to the New York Times, opponents of the Kyoto 
Protocol in 1998 began recruiting scientists who believed or at least 
would say that evidence of global warming was insubstantial and 
evidence that greenhouse gas emissions were a cause of global 
warming was especially dubious. 

Reviewed studies by climate scientists were almost unanimous in 
finding that global warming was real and that greenhouse gas 
emissions were a major part of it. But in the popular press the 
question was treated as controversial among scientists. Television 
news programs usually featured one scientist who explained the 
overwhelming consensus view of climate scientists and one made- 
for-television expert who took the opposite view. To the average cit- 
izen it looked like a real debate between scientific peers. In fact, 
the skeptics were in the indirect employ of the oil and gas industry 
and that obviously conflict of interest was rarely disclosed. Few 
paid skeptics did any original research, many were not even 
trained in the fields in which they claimed expertise, and most sim- 
ply specialized in attacking as “junk science” the careful, legitimate 
research that was published in journals and tested by rigorous peer 
review. 

According to the testimony we will hear today, since 2001, the 
Bush Administration has been part of the effort to manipulate the 
public debate about climate change. The Bush Administration, at 
the urging also of the oil and gas industry, muzzled Government 
scientists whose research supported the consensus view of climate 
scientists, adding to the public impression that there was substan- 
tial doubt among scientists. Press officers whose experience was in 
politics, not science, editor-suppressed press releases about govern- 
ment research, acted as monitors for government scientists during 
press interviews, and required that politically-reliable scientists 
speak to the press for each agency. 

The approved agency spokesman sometimes treated as out- 
landish as urban legend, the considered view of most scientists at 
the agency. There is much at stake here. We need to rely on sound 
scientific research to inform our decision. Scientific research should 
have no party affiliation. 

At this time Mr. Sensenbrenner, the Ranking Member, is unable 
to be here today, but the Chair recognizes Mr. Rohrabacher, the 
distinguished Member from California, for his opening statement. 

[The prepared statement of Chairman Miller follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Chairman Brad Miller 

Ronald Reagan said that facts were stubborn things. The topic of today’s hearing 
is a concerted effort by opponents of measures to reduce greenhouse gas emissions 
to bully scientific facts into submission. And under intense pressure, the facts about 
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global warming caved in, and proved much more elastic than Ronald Reagan had 
us believe. 

At least, that is how it has appeared to the public. 

According to the New York Times, opponents of the Kyoto Protocol in 1998 began 
recruiting scientists who believed — or at least would say — that evidence of global 
warming was insubstantial, and evidence that greenhouse gas emissions were a 
cause of global warming was especially dubious. Peer-reviewed studies by climate 
scientists were almost unanimous in finding that global warming was real and that 
greenhouse gas emissions were a major cause of it. 

But in the popular press, the question was treated as controversial among sci- 
entists. 

Television news programs usually featured one scientist who explained the over- 
whelming consensus view of legitimate climate scientists, and one made-for-tele- 
vision “expert” who took the opposite view. To the average citizen, it looked like a 
real debate between scientific peers. 

In fact, the skeptics were in the indirect employ of the oil and gas industry, and 
that obvious conflict of interest was rarely disclosed. Few paid skeptics did any 
original research, many were not even trained in the fields in which they claimed 
expertise, and most simply specialized in attacking as “junk science” the careful, le- 
gitimate research that was published in learned journals and tested by rigorous 
peer review. 

According to the testimony we will hear today, since 2001 the Bush Administra- 
tion has been part of the effort to manipulate public debate about climate change. 

The Bush Administration, at the urging of the oil and gas industry, muzzled gov- 
ernment scientists whose research supported the consensus view of climate sci- 
entists, adding to the public impression that there was substantial doubt among sci- 
entists. Press officers whose experience was in politics, not science, edited or sup- 
pressed press releases about government research, acted as “minders” for govern- 
ment scientists during press interviews, and required that politically-reliable sci- 
entists speak to the press for each agency. The approved agency spokesmen some- 
times treated as outlandish, as urban legend, the considered view of most scientists 
at the agency. 

There is much at stake here. We need to rely on sound, dispassionate scientific 
research to inform our decisions. Scientific research should have no party affiliation. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Let me 
note if there was ever a case of the pot calling the kettle black, this 
hearing is that example. For Pete’s sakes, we have had tens of bil- 
lions of dollars over the last 20 years spent on climate change re- 
search, and in the last 10 years or so, it may have been 15 years, 
there is ample evidence, and I will be submitting these quotes for 
the record, of prominent scientists who have been complaining that 
they have not been able to get grants if they voice skepticism about 
the global warming “consensus.” 

Mr. Chairman, the sound dispassionate science does not mean 
that you can dismiss people who disagree with a specific idea that 
is trying to be expressed by claiming that you represent a con- 
sensus. What I see happening more and more in this debate over 
global warming is that those people who are advocating this posi- 
tion end up not answering the charges of very respectable sci- 
entists, and again, one need only look at my website to find the 
names of hundreds of these prominent scientists from major uni- 
versities who are not part of this so-called consensus but now in- 
stead of answering the specific scientific challenges to these theo- 
ries, what we find is a dismissal in the public debate of even ac- 
knowledging that there is a point being made and the point then 
being dismissed. 

Now, I will have to tell you, that is about as arrogant and about 
as anti-scientific an attitude, and it is prevailing in this debate. I 
mean, I don’t want to hear about consensus anymore, proving that 
someone is right. The fact is that there has been consensuses in 
science in the past that have been dead wrong, and one or two indi- 
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viduals without any government grants because all the grants were 
going to the consensus, have made it, managed to change public 
opinion and scientific opinion on various issues. History is replete 
with examples of this. Instead, today we have people who are 
claiming to the mantle of sound, dispassionate science who are dis- 
missing the arguments of the other side. 

One of the ways they can do this is instead of answering the ar- 
guments, just challenge who is paying for your research. Well, first 
of all, not all research is being paid to those people who disagree 
with illegal, excuse me, say illegal immigration, with global warm- 
ing. The fact is not all people who are paid for that research are 
necessarily wrong. I mean, the fact is that there are special inter- 
ests on both sides of this issue. We have organizations, today we 
will hear complaints that the oil companies are providing a certain 
degree of support for research, trying to find answers to some of 
the arguments that are being presented. Let me note, that doesn’t 
make their findings any less wrong. Their findings should be exam- 
ined just as those arguments that are being presented on the pro- 
global warming side, which are being funded by, you know, per- 
haps at a degree 100 times more spending on that side by special 
interest groups, let me add, than on the side of those people who 
are trying to disprove that theory. 

So today I am anxious to get down to the nitty gritty with the 
witnesses. I want to see why the fact that we can claim a con- 
sensus, which I have been hearing about for 10 years, even as we 
hear more and more scientists saying, I was cut out of getting any 
kind of research contracts unless I agreed with global warming. I 
will put examples of this, five examples of this into the Congres- 
sional record and into the record of this hearing. These are people 
who, for example, who are the heads of major universities’ science 
departments and members of — anyway, we will go through that. 
There is a member right here of the Director of Research for the 
Dutch, Royal Dutch Meteorological Institute who is now a Professor 
of aeronautical engineering at Penn State University, talks about 
as others from the University of Colorado, how people are, in the 
scientific community, are being basically influenced by the lure of 
getting Government grants to do research that will come up with 
a conclusion in favor of global warming, and that is skewing the 
research going on in this country. 

So in other words, this hearing is, if it is looking for scientists 
who are being pressured to do the wrong thing, perhaps we are 
looking in the wrong direction, because the pressure may be coming 
from exactly the opposite side, the side that is claiming to rep- 
resent a consensus in order to suppress debate on this issue. 

Thank you very much. 

Chairman Miller. Thank you, Mr. Rohrabacher. We also have 
with us the Chairman of the Science and Technology Committee, 
Mr. Gordon of Tennessee. Mr. Gordon, I will recognize you for an 
opening statement. 

Chairman GORDON. Thank you. Chairman Miller, and my friend. 
Ranking Member Rohrabacher. I am not sure who is the kettle and 
who is the pot here today, but I do know that gravity and climate 
change — global warming — are two things that are pretty well es- 
tablished. 
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Just the other day the IPCC, which was composed of 113 nations, 
unanimously, including the LJnited States and President Bush, 
unanimously endorsed that within 100 percent certainty there is 
global warming. And so it really is tough to make good policy from 
bad information, and it seems that in this town there is a new in- 
dustry developing, and that industry is to try to create doubt where 
there is little doubt, not for scientific integrity, but to provide a 
hook for special interests, then to try to create that doubt. And I 
think it is a legitimate area for discussion. I think this is the first 
of a good series of hearings, and I think this is an area where we 
need to shine some sunlight. And I compliment the Chairman for 
doing this, and I am sure that those folks who don’t agree, they 
have got a witness here today and will have ample opportunity to 
discuss that. 

So, again, thank you for calling this hearing. 

Chairman Miller. Thank you, Mr. Gordon. I think the only 
other Member we have here is Mr. Baird, and Mr. Baird, I doubt 
you have an opening statement, but if you do, you certainly — no. 
I am mistaken. 

Mr. Baird. I will make a very, very brief one. I thank the Chair 
for hosting this. I would just say that I have concerns about the 
possible abuse or misuse of science on all sides. I have seen it in 
both directions. I have seen members of industry hire hired guns 
to present a certain askew, and I have seen members of environ- 
mental groups do the reverse. 

As a scientist myself I place a high priority on scientific integrity, 
regardless of the source. And so I applaud the Chairman for 
hosting today’s hearing, and I hope we will look at abuses of 
science on all sides, because to whatever extent the data are being 
spun or distorted, it does a disservice to this public. And so I ap- 
plaud the Chair for hosting this, and I look forward to the testi- 
mony. 

Chairman Miller. Thank you, Mr. Baird. 

[The prepared statement of Representative Sensenbrenner fol- 
lows:] 

Prepared Statement of Representative F. James Sensenbrenner Jr. 

The title of today’s hearing has an odious ring — “Shaping the Message, Distorting 
the Science.” These accusations, leveled against ExxonMobil and against the Admin- 
istration, have a grave tone. If it were not for the ubiquitous press headlines declar- 
ing the world’s imminent demise from global warming, the title of today’s hearing 
could have lead us to falsely conclude that the climate change debate was being sti- 
fled. I am now the Ranking Member on a Committee devoted almost entirely to cli- 
mate change, and a recent poll by Time Magazine found that 88 percent of Ameri- 
cans believe that the Earth is getting warmer. All of this makes me wonder why 
we are here and what relationship this hearing has with reality. 

The alleged distortion of science is purportedly happening in two different ways. 
First, major industries, particularly ExxonMobil, are allegedly deceiving the masses 
by intentionally funding and trumpeting false science. Second, the Administration 
is allegedly curbing federal scientists from presenting scientific findings that are at 
odds with its policies. Before we start screaming “McCarthyism,” we should examine 
how little merit these accusations actually have. 

The first alleged distortion of science was purportedly perpetrated by ExxonMobil. 
The report “Smoke, Mirrors, and Hot Air” by the Union of Concerned Scientists 
(UCS) accuses ExxonMobil of using “big tobacco’s tactics to manufacture uncertainty 
on climate science.” The crux of UCS’ argument relies on $16 million that 
ExxonMobil spent over a period of seven years to promote science that UCS dis- 
agrees with, ties concedes that what amounts to a little over $2 million per year 
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is a modest sum of money for a company that records profits of $100 million per 
day, but nonetheless, argues that ExxonMobil has been “remarkably effective at 
manufacturing uncertainty about the scientific consensus on global warming.” 

ExxonMobil’s efforts seem especially remarkable in light of the fact that 
ExxonMobil spends significantly more money to fund projects that even UCS con- 
cedes are credible. To name a few, ExxonMobil has supported projects with Carnegie 
Mellon, the Hadley Centre for Climate Prediction, Columbia University, the Massa- 
chusetts Institute of Technology, the University of Texas, and Yale. In just one in- 
stance, ExxonMobil pledged $100 million over ten years for Stanford University’s 
Global Climate and Energy Project, which seeks to develop “new energy technologies 
that will permit the development of global energy systems with significantly lower 
global warming emissions.” Is the work at Stanford University similarly suspect? 
How can we fairly accuse ExxonMobil of spreading a campaign of misinformation 
when it is funding a full spectrum of scientific research? 

The second method of scientific distortion purportedly comes from the Administra- 
tion. Despite its accusatory title, the Government Accountability Project’s report, 
“Redacting the Science of Climate Change,” concedes that it found “no incidents of 
direct interference in climate change research.” Regarding climate change scientists, 
the report concludes: 

[T]he investigation by the Government Accountability Project has uncovered no 
concrete evidence that political actors are directly and willfully interfering with 
this fundamental aspect of scientific work. 

Thus, despite its lengthy report and its year long investigation, GAP did not find 
any evidence that the Administration had interfered with climate change research. 

Just as the integrity of federal research is not attacked, there are no serious alle- 
gations that the Administration is concealing the results of this research from the 
public. When asked about scientific integrity at his agency, Robert Atlas, Director 
of the Atlantic Oceanographic and Meteorological Laboratory (AOML) at the Na- 
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, responded: 

I have not observed any political interference with our ability at AOML to com- 
municate scientific information. All of our scientists are free to publish their re- 
sults in the refereed scientific literature and to present high quality research 
at national or international conferences. Only the quality of the research is 
scrutinized and scientists are encouraged to present their conclusions that are 
supported by their research. 

This sentiment is echoed by the scientific community. Eighty-eight percent of fed- 
eral climate scientists surveyed believe that Federal Government climate research 
is of generally excellent quality and 70 percent believe that federal climate research 
is independent and impartial. 

So, to recap, there is no evidence that the policy-makers seek to control or influ- 
ence scientific research, federal scientists are freely encouraged to publish the re- 
sults of their research, and the relevant scientists overwhelmingly believe that their 
research is independent and impartial. And yet, the title of today’s hearing is “Shap- 
ing the message. Distorting the Science?” Wouldn’t “Partisanship for the Sake of 
Partisanship” have been more accurate? If the science is independent and the re- 
sults are freely published, the only thing policy-makers are controlling is policy. 
Surely, the Federal Government has a right to oversee federal scientists and speak 
with a consistent message. 

Furthermore, both NASA and NOAA have taken steps to address potential prob- 
lems. NASA introduced a media policy that was widely accepted by the scientific 
community, and NOAA plans to adopt a similar policy in the coming weeks. Addi- 
tionally, the Inspectors General at the Department of Commerce and NASA, as well 
as the Government Accountability Office, all have ongoing investigations related to 
this topic. The Full Committee plans to hold a hearing on this topic after these re- 
ports are released. We will have an opportunity to examine any potential problems, 
in detail, when these reports are released. 

I believe very strongly in Congress’ responsibility to hold the executive branch ac- 
countable. And I believe that the Federal Government should pursue policies that 
are both environmentally and economically sound. I look forward to an opportunity 
to leave these partisan investigations behind and focus on these shared goals. 

[The prepared statement of Representative Costello follows:] 
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Prepared Statement of Representative Jerry F. Costello 

Good afternoon. Thank you Mr. Chairman for calling this hearing to listen to tes- 
timony from various witnesses on the extent to which political interference did or 
did not alter federal climate change research and the dissemination of scientific in- 
formation. 

This is the first hearing by the Subcommittee addressing the issue of science and 
the media. For the past few years, there have been repeated reports about efforts 
within the science agencies to control which federal scientists get access to con- 
ferences or the press. Further, there have been additional reports of how big oil 
have used some of their profits to create the impression of doubt in the science sur- 
rounding climate change. Today’s hearing will provide Members the opportunity to 
receive “big picture” testimony on what has happened and what we know. 

The manipulation of science for public relations or political advantage is intoler- 
able and inevitably has a corrupting effect on science itself I believe greater public 
transparency regarding the sponsorship of science and of organizations that claim 
to speak on scientific matters is critically important. Further, the public and policy- 
makers have a right and to know who is funding research and how it may be affect- 
ing the outcome of the science. 

I welcome our panel of witnesses and look forward to their testimony. 

Chairman Miller. I will now introduce our witnesses. First is 
Mr. Sheldon Rampton, the Research Director at the Center for 
Media and Democracy and co-author of Trust Us, We’re Experts: 
How Industry Manipulates Science and Gambles With Your Future. 

Second is Dr. James McCarthy, the Alexander Agassiz Professor 
of Biological Oceanography at Harvard University, and President- 
Elect of the American Association for the Advancement of Science 
and a member of the Board of the Union of Concerned Scientists. 

Mr. Tarek Maassarani, Staff Attorney with the Government Ac- 
countability Project and author of the report. Redacting the Science 
of Climate Change, and finally, Mr. Jeff Kueter, President of the 
George C. Marshall Institute. 

You have all submitted, I think, written testimony, which will be 
made part of the record. Thank you for that. Your oral testimony 
will be limited to five minutes. And after the entire panel has testi- 
fied the Members of the Committee will have five minutes each to 
ask questions. 

It is the practice of this subcommittee to take testimony under 
oath. Do any of you have any objection to taking an oath, swearing 
an oath? If not, you also have the right to be represented by coun- 
sel. Do any of you have counsel here? All right. If you would all 
now please stand and raise your right hand. Thank you. 

[Witnesses sworn] 

Chairman Miller. Thank you. We will begin with Mr. Rampton. 

STATEMENT OF MR. SHELDON RAMPTON, RESEARCH DIREC- 
TOR, CENTER FOR MEDIA AND DEMOCRACY, MADISON, WIS- 
CONSIN; CO-AUTHOR, TRUST US WE’RE EXPERTS: HOW IN- 
DUSTRY MANIPULATES SCIENCE AND GAMBLES WITH YOUR 

FUTURE 

Mr. Rampton. Well, thank you very much for holding this hear- 
ing and for inviting me to testify. I am going to speak about the 
general practice of science manipulation for public relations pur- 
poses. I understand some of the other speakers will focus more spe- 
cifically on the issue of global warming. 

The power that science wields in modern society is a reflection 
of the fact that it has shown the ability to create knowledge that 
is as reliable as any product of human endeavor. The very prestige 
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of science, however, also makes it an attractive tool for manipu- 
lating public opinion. You can find science being used for that pur- 
pose, for example, in the advertisements and television commer- 
cials which announce that laboratory tests prove toothpaste X whit- 
ens teeth whiter or that nine out of 10 doctors agree that brand 
X is better than brand Y. 

Advertising, however, is only the most visible aspect of a variety 
of modern persuasive techniques that include public relations and 
lobbying, all branches of what should more properly be termed a 
modern propaganda industry. Some of these techniques are actu- 
ally more subtle and hidden than advertising. The use of endorse- 
ments by scientific experts to sell a product or policy is often done 
without public disclosure that the experts have been recruited or 
even paid to do so. This technique has become so common, in fact, 
that the public relations industry actually has a standard term for 
it. They call it the third-party technique. 

The idea behind his phrase is that the PR firm’s client, typically 
some company, industry, or other special interest, is the first party, 
interested in delivering some persuasive message to a second party, 
the audience. However, experience shows that if the message is 
seen as coming directly from the client, the audience will greet the 
message with skepticism because it is so obviously self-serving. To 
give the message more credibility, therefore, lobbyists, public rela- 
tions firms finds that it helps if they can use a third party who 
seems independent to deliver that message for them. One public re- 
lations executive has explained the third-party technique as “put 
your words in someone else’s mouth.” It turns out that the prestige 
and power of science makes scientists, academics, doctors, and 
other professional experts very useful third-party spokespersons, if 
they can be recruited for this purpose. 

Sometimes this technique is used to exaggerate the benefits of a 
product. Other times it is used to create doubt about a product’s 
hazards. In public policy debates it can be used to cast doubt about 
the seriousness of problems requiring government action. Con- 
versely, sometimes it is used to exaggerate dangers in order to 
build pressure for legislation or other government action that the 
client desires. 

Scientific journals are now routinely used to serve companies’ 
marketing and public policy objectives, sometimes with serious neg- 
ative consequences for the public. The tobacco industry, of course, 
is well known for its public relations manipulations of science. 
Many instances of this have now become public knowledge, thanks 
to whistleblowers and lawsuits that resulted in the public release 
of millions of pages of previously secret industry documents. The 
first clear scientific evidence showing the link between smoking 
and lung cancer emerged in the early 1950s, but public recognition 
of the extent of his hazard was delayed for decades due to aggres- 
sive public relations by the tobacco industry. And even today the 
industry is involved in rearguard efforts to downplay the dangers 
of hazards such as secondhand smoke. 

A few years ago, for example, documents came to light regarding 
an industry-funded campaign in the 1990s to plant sympathetic let- 
ters and articles in influential medical journals. Tobacco companies 
had secretly paid 13 scientists a total of $156,000 simple to sign 
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their names to these letters and articles. One biostatistician re- 
ceived $10,000 for writing a single, 8-page letter that was pub- 
lished in the Journal of the American Medical Association. Another 
received $20,000 for writing four letters and an opinion piece to the 
Lancet, the Journal of the National Cancer Institute and the Wall 
Street Journal. These scientists did not even have to write the let- 
ters themselves. The tobacco industry’s law firms did the actual 
drafting and editing. So in essence they were being paid for their 
autographs. 

The tobacco industry is hardly alone, however, in attempting to 
manipulate the scientific publishing process. As the Wall Street 
Journal reported in December, 2005, “Many of the articles that ap- 
pears in scientific journals under the byline of prominent aca- 
demics are actually written by ghostwriters in the pay of drug com- 
panies.” Used by doctors to guide their care of patients, these 
“seemingly objective articles are often part of a marketing cam- 
paign.” To promote the diet-drug combo fen-phen, for example, 
Wyeth-Ayerst Laboratories commissioned ghostwriters to write 10 
articles for publication in peer-reviewed medical journals. After fen- 
phen was linked to heart valve damage and lung disease, the com- 
pany was forced to pull the drugs from the market. Subsequent 
lawsuits filed by injured fen-phen users unearthed internal com- 
pany documents showing that the drug company had also edited 
the draft articles to play down and occasionally delete descriptions 
of side effects. The final articles were published under the names 
of prominent researchers, one of whom claimed later in courtroom 
testimony that he had no idea that a pharmaceutical company had 
commissioned the article on which his own name appeared. “It is 
really deceptive,” he told the court. “It sort of makes you uneasy.” 

So how does a doctor’s name actually appear as the primary au- 
thor of a study without him knowing who sponsored it? The process 
in this case involved an intermediary hired by the drug company 
names Excerpta Medica. Excerpta received $20,000 for each article 
which was written by its ghostwriters. It then lined up well-known 
university researchers and paid them honoraria of $1,000 to $1,500 
to edit their drafts and lend their names to the final work. One of 
these brand-name researchers even sent a letter back praising 
Excerpta’s ghostwriting skills. He joked, “Perhaps I can get you to 
write all my papers for me! My only general comment is that this 
piece may make fen-phen sound better than it really is.” 

A similar pattern recurs on issue after issue; air quality, water 
quality, product safety, and nutrition. One internal memorandum 
from a public relations firm to a client boasted about the range of 
issues which they managed for “the following industries impacted 
by science and environmental policy decisions.” 

Chairman Miller. Mr. Rampton, if you could summarize in just 
a sentence or two, please. 

Mr. Rampton. Just a sentence or two? All right. The manipula- 
tion of science for public relations or political advantage inevitably 
has a corrupting effect on science itself. It undermines the integrity 
and objectivity of scientific research. What is needed, therefore, is 
greater public transparency regarding the sponsorship of science 
and of organizations that claim to speak on scientific matters. 

[Statement of Mr. Rampton follows:] 
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Prepared Statement of Sheldon Rampton 

The power that science wields in modern society is a reflection of its ability to 
create knowledge that is as reliable as any product of human endeavor. The very 
prestige of science, however, also makes it an attractive tool for manipulating public 
opinion. You can find science being used for that purpose, for example, in the adver- 
tisements and television commercials which announce that “laboratory tests prove 
toothpaste X whitens teeth whiter,” or “nine out of ten doctors agree” that brand 
X is better than brand Y. Advertising, however, is only the most visible aspect of 
a variety of modern persuasive techniques that include public relations and lob- 
bying — all branches of what should more properly be termed a modern propaganda 
industry. Some of these techniques are actually more subtle and hidden than adver- 
tising. The use of endorsements by scientiflc experts to sell a product or policy is 
often done without public disclosure that the experts have been recruited or paid 
to do so. This technique has become so common that the public relations industry 
has a standard term for it. They call it the “third party technique.” 

The idea behind this phrase is that the PR Arm’s client — typically some company, 
industry or other special interest — is the “first party” interested in delivering some 
persuasive message to a “second party,” its audience. However, experience shows 
that if the message is seen as coming directly from the client, the audience will 
treat the message with skepticism because it is so obviously self-serving. To give the 
message more credibility, therefore, lobbyists and PR firms find that it helps if they 
can use a third party who seems independent to deliver it for them. One public rela- 
tions executive has explained the third party technique as, “Put your words in some- 
one else’s mouth.” It turns out that the prestige and power of science makes sci- 
entists, academics, doctors and other professional experts very useful third-party 
spokespersons if they can be recruited for this purpose. 

Sometimes this technique is used to exaggerate the benefits of a product. Other 
times it is used to create doubt about a product’s hazards. In public policy debates, 
it can be used to cast doubt about the seriousness of problems requiring government 
action. Conversely, sometimes it is used to exaggerate dangers in order to build 
pressure for legislation or other government action that the client desires. 

Scientific journals are now routinely used to serve companies’ marketing and pub- 
lic policy objectives, sometimes with serious consequences. The tobacco industry is 
well known for its PR manipulations of science. Many instances of this have now 
become public knowledge thanks to whistleblowers and lawsuits that resulted in the 
public release of millions of pages of once-secret industry documents. Clear scientific 
evidence showing the link between smoking and lung cancer first emerged in the 
early 1950s. Public recognition of the extent of this hazard was delayed for decades 
due to aggressive public relations by the tobacco industry, and even today the indus- 
try is involved in rear-guard efforts to downplay the dangers of hazards such as sec- 
ondhand smoke. A few years ago, for example, documents came to light regarding 
an industry-sponsored campaign in the early 1990s to plant sympathetic letters and 
articles in influential medical journals. Tobacco companies had secretly paid 13 sci- 
entists a total of $156,000 simply to write them. One biostatistician received 
$10,000 for writing a single, eight-paragraph letter that was published in the Jour- 
nal of the American Medical Association. Another received $20,137 for writing four 
letters and an opinion piece to the Lancet, the Journal of the National Cancer Insti- 
tute and the Wall Street Journal. These scientists did not even have to write the 
letters themselves. The tobacco industry’s law firms did the actual drafting and edit- 
ing. 

The tobacco industry is hardly alone, however, in attempting to manipulate the 
scientific publishing process. As the Wall Street Journal reported in December 2005, 
“Many of the articles that appear in scientific journals under the byline of promi- 
nent academics are actually written by ghostwriters in the pay of drug companies.” 
Used by doctors to guide their care of patients, these “seemingly objective arti- 
cles. . .are often part of a marketing campaign.” To promote the diet-drug combo 
fen-phen, for example, Wyeth-Ayerst Laboratories commissioned ghostwriters to 
write ten articles for publication in peer-reviewed medical journals. After fen-phen 
was linked to heart valve damage and lung disease, the company was forced to pull 
the drugs from the market. Subsequent lawsuits filed by injured fen-phen users un- 
earthed internal company documents showing that Wyeth-Ayerst had also edited 
the draft articles to play down and occasionally delete descriptions of side effects. 
The final articles were published under the names of prominent researchers, one of 
whom claimed later in courtroom testimony that he had no idea that the pharma- 
ceutical company had commissioned the article on which his own name appeared. 
“It’s really deceptive,” he told the court. “It sort of makes you uneasy.” 



12 


How does a doctor’s name appear an article without him knowing who sponsored 
it? The process involved an intermediary hired by Wyeth-Ayerst named Excerpta 
Medica. Excerpta received $20,000 for each article written by its ghostwriters. It 
then lined up well-known university researchers and paid them honoraria of $1,000 
to $1,500 to edit the drafts and lend their names to the final work. One of the name- 
brand researchers even sent a letter back praising Excerpta’s ghostwriting skills. He 
joked, “Perhaps I can get you to write all my papers for me! My only general com- 
ment is that this piece may make [fen-phen] sound better than it really is.” 

A similar pattern recurs on issue after issue — air quality, water quality, product 
safety, and nutrition. Scientists are seen by industry not as researchers who objec- 
tively study phenomena but as potential spokespersons to help promote positions fa- 
vorable to their sponsors. This strategy has become so common that sometimes in- 
dustry PR people use the term “independent scientist” without apparently thinking 
about what the word “independent” actually means. A few years ago, the New York 
Times obtained some leaked documents from the American Petroleum Institute, in 
which the Institute detailed its plans to spend $600,000 to develop a team of pro- 
industry climate scientists who would dispute the link between greenhouse gas 
emissions and global warming. They planned to, in their words, “identify, recruit 
and train a team of five independent scientists to participate in media outreach.” 
Somehow the authors of this plan never bothered to ask themselves how a scientist 
who has been specifically recruited and trained by the petroleum industry could be 
honestly described as “independent.” 

A converse strategy aims at suppressing independent scientific views, discoveries 
and evidence that are inconvenient to the industry or its lobbying interests. For ex- 
ample, the House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform recently re- 
leased documents showing “hundreds of instances” where a former and current oil 
industry lobb3dst had edited government reports to downplay the impact of human 
activities on global warming. The edits were by Philip A. Cooney, the former chief 
of staff of the White House Council on Environmental Quality. Cooney himself has 
no scientific credentials. He worked for the American Petroleum Institute prior to 
being appointed to his position within the Bush administration. He now works for 
ExxonMobil. 

The manipulation of science for public relations or political advantage inevitably 
has a corrupting effect on science itself. It undermines the integrity and objectivity 
of scientific research. It creates confusion in the minds of policy-makers and the 
general public. What is needed, therefore, is greater public transparency regarding 
the sponsorship of science and of organizations that claim to speak on scientific mat- 
ters. The public and policy-makers have a right and to know who is funding re- 
search, what strings are attached to that funding, and how it may be affecting the 
information we use to make decisions — especially decisions on policy matters that 
affect us all. 
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Research Funding, Conflicts of Interest, and 
the “Meta-methodology” of Public Relations 

By Sheldon Rampton and John Staubee 

The power that science wields in modern society is a reflection of its ability to 
create knowledge that is as reliable as any product of human endeavor. Its very 
prestige, however, also makes it an attractive tool for public relations and mar- 
keting purposes. We are all familiar with the commercials announcing that “labora- 
tory tests prove” or “nine out of ten doctors agree” that brand X is better than brand 
Y. Advertising, however, is only the most visible aspect of modern industry propa- 
ganda . Many similar endorsement strategies have been developed by the public re- 
lations industry, which prides itself on working invisibly behind the scenes to place 
self-serving messages for its clients in the mouths of seemingly independent third 
party experts. Within the PR industry, in fact, this strategy has come to be known 
as the “third party technique.” Merrill Rose, Executive Vice-President of the Porter/ 
Novelli PR firm, explains the technique succinctly: “Put your words in someone 
else’s mouth.” 1 Sometimes the technique is used to exaggerate the benefits of a 
product. Other times it is used to create doubt about a product’s hazards, or about 
criticisms that have been made of a company’s business practices. 

PR firms use a variety of quasi-scientific methodologies themselves, such as opin- 
ion polling, demographics and psycholo^. At its core, however, public relations op- 
erates on assumptions that are antithetical to science. The ideological underpinning 
of the scientific endeavor is a belief that “the truth is out there” and that it can 
be grasped through rational human inquiry. “Spin,” however, is the art of arranging 
appearances, not substance. “In this era of exploding media technologies, there is 
no truth except the truth you create for yourself,” says Richard Edelman at 
Edelman Worldwide, one of the world’s largest PR firms.^ As advertising executive 
Jack Trout observes, “Marketing is a battle of perception, not products. Truth has 
no bearing on the issue.” 

Modern science considers itself scientific because it adheres to certain methodolo- 
gies. It uses quantitative methods and measurable phenomena; its data is empiri- 
cally derived and verifiable by others through experiments that can be reproduced; 
and, finally, its practitioners are impartial. Whereas ideological thinkers promulgate 
dogmas and defend them in the face of evidence to the contrary, scientists work 
with hypotheses which they modify when the evidence so dictates. When public rela- 
tions recruits scientists to serve as “third party experts,” however, the techniques 
of PR function as a “meta-methodology” that can have a corrupting influence on re- 
search. 

Publication Bias 

The tobacco industry is well known for its PR manipulations of science, many of 
which have become public knowledge thanks to whistleblowers and lawsuits that 
have resulted in the public release of millions of pages of once-secret industry docu- 
ments. In 1998, for example, documents came to light regarding an industry-spon- 
sored campaign in the early 1990s to plant sympathetic letters and articles in influ- 
ential medical journals. Tobacco companies had secretly paid 13 scientists a total 
of $156,000 simply to write a few letters to influential medical journals. One biostat- 
istician, Nathan Mantel of American University in Washington, received $10,000 for 
writing a single, eight-paragraph letter that was published in the Journal of the 
American Medical Association. Cancer researcher Gio Batta Gori received $20,137 
for writing four letters and an opinion piece to the Lancet, the Journal of the Na- 
tional Cancer Institute and the Wall Street Journal. The scientists didn’t even have 
to write the letters themselves. Two tobacco-industry law firms were available to do 
the actual drafting and editing. In some cases, scientists were paid not just to write 
letters but entire scientific articles. In one case, the tobacco industry paid $25,000 
to a single scientist to write an article for the publication Risk Analysis. The same 
fee went to former EPA official John Todhunter and tobacco consultant W. Gary 
Flamm for an article titled “EPA Process, Risk Assessment-Risk Management 
Issues” which they published in the Journal of Regulatory Toxicology and Pharma- 
cology, where Flamm served as a member of the journal’s editorial board. Not only 


1 Merrill Rose, “Activism in the 90s: Changing Roles for Public Relations,” Public Relations 
Quarterly, Vol. 36, no. 3 (1991), pp. 28-32. 

2 Randall Rothenherg, “The Age of Spin,” Esquire, December 1996, p. 71. 
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did they fail to disclose that their article had been commissioned by the tobacco in- 
dustry, journal editor C. Jelleff Carr later admitted he “never asked that question, 
‘Were you paid to write that?’ I think it would be almost improper for me to do it.”® 

The tobacco industry is hardly alone, however, in attempting to influence the sci- 
entific publishing process. A similar example of industry influence came to light in 
1999 regarding the diet-drug combo fen-phen, developed by Wyeth-Ayerst Labora- 
tories. Wyeth-Ayerst had commissioned ghostwriters to write ten articles promoting 
fen-phen as a treatment for obesity. Two of the ten articles were actually published 
in peer-reviewed medical journals before studies linked fen-phen to heart valve dam- 
age and an often-fatal lung disease, forcing the company to pull the drugs from the 
market in September 1997. In lawsuits filed by injured fen-phen users, internal 
company documents were subpoenaed showing that Wyeth-Ayerst had also edited 
the draft articles to play down and occasionally delete descriptions of side effects 
associated with the drugs. The final articles were published under the names of 
prominent researchers, one of whom claimed later that he had no idea that Wyeth 
had commissioned the article on which his name appeared. “It’s really deceptive,” 
said Dr. Albert J. Stunkard of the University of Pennsylvania, whose article was 
published in the American Journal of Medicine in February 1996. “It sort of makes 
you uneasy.” 

How does a doctor’s name appear an article without him knowing who sponsored 
it? The process involved an intermediary hired by Wyeth-Ayerst — Excerpta Medica, 
Inc., which received $20,000 for each article. Excerpta’s ghost writers produced first- 
draft versions of the articles and then lined up well-known university researchers 
like Stunkard and paid them honoraria of $1,000 to $1,500 to edit the drafts and 
lend their names to the final work. Stunkard says Excerpta did not tell him that 
the honorarium originally came from Wyeth. One of the name-brand researchers 
even sent a letter back praising Excerpta’s ghostwriting skills. “Let me congratulate 
you and your writer on an excellent and thorough review of the literature, clearly 
written,” wrote Dr. Richard L. Atkinson, professor of medicine and nutritional 
science at the University of Wisconsin Medical School. “Perhaps I can get you to 
write all my papers for me! My only general comment is that this piece may make 
dexfenfiuramine sound better than it really is.” ® 

“The whole process strikes me as egregious,” said Jerome P. Kassirer, then-editor 
of the New England Journal of Medicine — “the fact that Wyeth commissioned some- 
one to write pieces that are favorable to them, the fact that they paid people to put 
their names on these things, the fact that people were willing to put their names 
on it, the fact that the journals published them without asking questions.” Yet it 
would be a mistake to imagine that these failures of the scientific publishing system 
reflect greed or laziness on the part of the individuals involved. Naivete might be 
a better word to describe the mindset of the researchers who participate in this sort 
of arrangement. In any case, the Wyeth-Ayerst practice is not an isolated incident. 
“This is a common practice in the industry. It’s not particular to us,” said Wyeth 
spokesman Doug Petkus. 

“Pharmaceutical companies hire PR firms to promote drugs,” agrees science writer 
Norman Bauman. “Those promotions include hiring freelance writers to write arti- 
cles for peer-reviewed journals, under the byline of doctors whom they also hire. 
This has been discussed extensively in the medical journals and also in the Wall 
Street Journal, and I personally know people who write these journal articles. The 
pay is OK — about $3,000 for a six- to ten-page journal article.” 

Even the New England Journal of Medicine — often described as the world’s most 
prestigious medical journal — has been involved in controversies regarding hidden 
economic interests that shape its content and conclusions. In 1986, for example, 
NEJM published one study and rejected another that reached opposite conclusions 
about the antibiotic amoxicillin, even though both studies were based on the same 
data. Scientists involved with the first, favorable study had received $1.6 million in 
grants from the drug manufacturer, while the author of the critical study had re- 
fused corporate funding. NEJM proclaimed the pro-amoxicillin study the “author- 
ized” version, and the author of the critical study underwent years of discipline and 
demotions from the academic bureaucracy at his university, which also took the side 
of the industry-funded scientist. Five years later, the dissenting scientist’s critical 
study finally found publication in the Journal of the American Medical Association, 
and other large-scale testing of children showed that those who took amoxicillin ac- 


® David Banners, “Scientists Were Paid to Write Letters: Tobacco Industry Sought to Discredit 
EPA Report,” St. Louis Pioneer Dispateh, August 4, 1998. 

^Charles Ornstein, “Fen-phen Maker Accused of Funding Journal Articles,” Dallas Morning 
News, May 23, 1999, p. lA. 
sibid. 



15 


tually experienced lower recovery rates than children who took no medicine at all.® 
In 1989, NEJM came under fire again when it published an article downplaying the 
dangers of exposure to asbestos while failing to disclose that the author had ties 
to the asbestos industry.'^ In 1996, a similar controversy emerged when the journal 
ran an editorial touting the benefits of diet drugs, again failing to note that the edi- 
torial’s authors were paid consultants for companies that sell the drugs.® 

In November 1997, questions of conflict of interest arose again when the NEJM 
published a scathing review of Sandra Steingraber’s book. Living Downstream: An 
Ecologist Looks at Cancer, Authored by Jerry H. Berke, the review described 
Steingraber as “obsessed. . .with environmental pollution as the cause of cancer” 
and accused her of “oversights and simplifications. . .biased work. . .notoriously 
poor scholarship. . .. The focus on environmental pollution and agricultural chemi- 
cals to explain human cancer has simply not been fruitful nor given rise to useful 
preventive strategies. . .. Living Downstream frightens, at times misinforms, and 
then scorns genuine efforts at cancer prevention through lifestyle change. The objec- 
tive of Living Downstream appears ultimately to be controversy.” ® 

Berke was identified alongside the review as “Jerry H. Berke, MD, MPH.” The 
NEJM failed to disclose, however, that Berke was director of toxicology for W.R. 
Grace, one of the world’s largest chemical manufacturers and a notorious polluter. 
A leading manufacturer of asbestos-containing building products, W.R. Grace has 
been a defendant in several thousand asbestos-related cancer lawsuits and has paid 
millions of dollars in related court judgments. It is probably best-known as the com- 
pany that polluted the drinking water of the town of Woburn, Massachusetts, and 
later paid an $8 million out-of-court settlement to the families of seven Woburn chil- 
dren and one adult who contracted leukemia after drinking contaminated water. 
During the Woburn investigation, Grace was caught in two felony lies to the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency. 

In response to criticism of these lapses, NEJM editor Jerome P. Kassirer insisted 
that his journal’s conflict-of-interest policy was “the tightest in the business.” The 
sad fact is that this boast is probably correct. In 1996, Sheldon Krimsky of Tufts 
University did a study of journal disclosures that dug into the industry connections 
of the authors of 789 scientific papers published by 1,105 researchers in 14 leading 
life science and biomedical journals. In 34 percent of the papers, at least one of the 
chief authors had an identifiable financial interest connected to the research, and 
Krimsky observed that the estimate of 34 percent was probably lower than the true 
level of financial conflict of interest, since he was unable to check if the researchers 
owned stock or had received consulting fees from the companies involved in commer- 
cial applications of their research. None of these financial interests were disclosed 
in the journals, where readers could see them.^i In 1999, a larger study by Krimsky 
examined 62,000 articles published in 210 different scientific journals and found 
only one half of one percent of the articles included information about the authors’ 
research-related financial ties. Although all of the journals had a formal require- 
ment for disclosure of conflicts of interest, 142 of the journals had not published a 
single disclosure during 1997, the year under study. 

Corporate-sponsored scientific symposiums provide another means for manipu- 
lating the content of medical journals. In 1992, the New England Journal of Medi- 
cine published a survey of 625 such symposiums which found that 42 percent of 
them were sponsored by a single pharmaceutical sponsor. There was a correlation, 
moreover, between single-company sponsorship and practices which commercialize 
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or corrupt the scientific review process, including symposiums with misleading titles 
designed to promote a specific brand-name product. “Industry-sponsored symposia 
are promotional in nature and. . .journals often abandon the peer-review process 
when they publish S3miposiums,” the survey concluded.i^ 

Does Money Matter? 

As these examples illustrate, many of the factors that bias scientihc results are 
considerably more subtle than outright bribery or fraud. Scientists can be naive 
about politics, PR and other external factors shaping their work, and may become 
indignant at the suggestion that their results are shaped by their funding. But 
science does not occur in a vacuum. In studying animal populations, biologists use 
the term “selection pressure” to describe the influence that environmental conditions 
exert upon the survival of certain genetic traits over others. Within the population 
of scientists, a similar type of selection pressure occurs as industry and government 
support, combined with the vicissitudes of political fashion, determine which careers 
flourish and which languish. 

The most dramatic trend influencing the direction of science during the past cen- 
tury has been its increasing dependence on funding from government and industry. 
Unlike the “gentleman scientists” of the nineteenth century who enjoyed hnancial 
independence that allowed them to explore their personal scientific interests with 
considerable freedom, today’s scientists are engaged in expensive research that re- 
quires the support of sponsors with deep pockets. A number of factors have contrib- 
uted to this change, from the rise of big government to the militarization of sci- 
entific research to the emergence of transnational corporations as important patrons 
of research. 

The last quarter of the twentieth century in particular has seen increasing com- 
mercialization of science, as the rise of the so-called “knowledge-based” industries — 
computers, telecommunications and biotechnology — prompted a wide variety of cor- 
porate research initiatives. In 1970, Federal Government funding for research and 
development totaled $14.9 billion, compared to $10.4 billion from industry. By 1997, 
government expenditures were $62.7 billion compared to $133.3 billion from indus- 
try. After adjusting for inflation, government spending had barely risen, while busi- 
ness spending more than tripled. Much of this increase, moreover, took place 
through corporate partnerships with universities and other academic institutions, 
blurring the traditional line between private and public research. Between 1981 and 
1995, the proportion of U.S. industry-produced articles that were coauthored with 
at least one academic researcher roughly doubled, from 21.6 percent to 40.8 percent. 
The increase was even more dramatic in the held of biomedical research, where the 
number of coauthored articles quadrupled, According to the Association of Amer- 
ican Medical Colleges, corporate sponsorship of university medical research has 
grown from about 5 percent in the early 1980s to as much as 25 percent in some 
places today. 

Corporate funding has transformed scientihc and engineering knowledge into 
commodities in the new “information economy,” giving rise to an elaborate web of 
interlocking directorates between corporate and academic boardrooms and an end- 
less variety of university-industry partnerships and “technology transfers,” from 
business-funded research parks to fee-for-service work such as drug trials carried 
out on university campuses. 

“More and more we see the career trajectories of scholars, especially of scientists, 
rise and fall not in relation to their intellectually-judged peer standing, but rather 
in relation to their skill at selling themselves to those, especially in the biomedical 
held, who have large sums of money to spend on a well-marketed promise of com- 
mercial viability,” observed Martin Michaelson, an attorney who has represented 
Harvard University and a variety of other leading institutions of higher education. 
“It is a kind of gold rush,” Michaelson said at a 1999 symposium sponsored by the 
American Association for the Advancement of Science. “More and more we see in- 
centives to hoard, not disseminate, new knowledge; to suppress, not publish, re- 
search results; to titillate prospective buyers, rather than to make full disclosure to 
academic colleagues. And we see today, more than ever before, new science hrst — 
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generally, very carefully, and thinly — described in the fine print of initial public of- 
ferings and SEC filings, rather than in the traditional, fuller loci of academic com- 
munication.” 

Industry-academic entanglements can take many forms, some of which are not di- 
rectly related to funding for specific research. Increasingly, scientists are being 
asked to sit on the board of directors of for-profit companies, a service which re- 
quires relatively little time but can pay very well — often in excess of $50,000 per 
year. Other private-sector perks may include gifts to researchers of lab equipment 
or cash, or generous payment for speeches, travel and consulting. The benefits that 
come with these sorts of arrangements are self-evident. The downside, however, is 
that corporate funding creates a culture of secrecy that can be chilling to free aca- 
demic inquiry. Businesses frequently require scientists to keep “proprietary informa- 
tion” under wraps so that competitors can’t horn in on their trade secrets. 

In 1994 and 1995, researchers led by David Blumenthal at the Massachusetts 
General Hospital surveyed more than 3,000 academic researchers involved in the 
life sciences and found that 64 percent of their respondents reported having some 
sort of financial relationship with industry. They also found that scientists with in- 
dustry relationships were more likely to delay or withhold publication of their data. 
Their study, published by the Journal of the American Medical Association, found 
that during the three years prior to the survey, 20 percent of researchers reported 
dela}dng publication of their research results for more than six months. The reasons 
cited for dela 3 dng publication included the desire to patent applications from their 
discovery and a desire by some researchers to “slow the dissemination of undesired 
results.” The practice of withholding publication or refusing to share data with other 
scientists was particularly common among biotechnology researchers, 

“It used to he that if you published you could ask about results, reagents — now 
you have these confidentiality agreements,” said Nobel Prize-winning biochemist 
Paul Berg, a professor of biochemistry at Stanford University. “Sometimes if you ac- 
cept a grant from a company, you have to include a proviso that you won’t distribute 
anything except with its okay. It has a negative impact on science.” 

'The problem of secrecy in science is particularly troubling when it involves con- 
flicts of interest between a company’s marketing objectives and the public’s right to 
know. When research results are not to a sponsor’s liking, the company may use 
heavy-handed tactics to suppress them — even if doing so comes at the expense of 
public health and the common good. 

One such case came to light in 1997 regarding the work of Betty Dong, a re- 
searcher at the University of California. In the late 1980s, the Boots Pharmaceutical 
company took an interest in Dong’s work after she published a limited study which 
suggested that Synthroid, a thyroid medication manufactured by Boots, was supe- 
rior to drugs produced by the company’s competitors. Boots offered $250,000 to fi- 
nance a large-scale study that would confirm these preliminary findings. To the 
company’s dismay, however, the larger study, which Dong completed in 1990, con- 
tradicted her earlier findings and showed that Synthroid was no more effective than 
the cheaper drugs made by Boots’s competitors. What followed was a seven-year 
battle to discredit Dong and prevent publication of her work. The contract which 
Dong and her university had signed with the company gave it exclusive access to 
the prepublished results of the study as well as final approval over whether it would 
ever be published. The study sat on the shelf for five years while Boots waged a 
campaign to discredit Dong and the study, bombarding the chancellor and other uni- 
versity officials with allegations of unethical conduct and quibbles over the study’s 
method, even though the company itself had previously approved the method. In 
1994, Dong submitted a paper based on her work to the Journal of the American 
Medical Association. It was accepted for publication and already set in type when 
the company invoked its veto right, forcing her to withdraw it. 

In 1995, Boots was purchased by Knoll Pharmaceutical, which continued to sup- 
press Dong’s conclusions. While she remained unable to publish her own results. 
Knoll published a reinterpretation of her data under the authorship of Gilbert 
Mayor, a doctor employed by the company. Mayor published his reanalysis of Dong’s 
data without acknowledging her or her research associates, a practice that JAMA 
would later characterize as publishing “results hijacked from those who did the 
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work.” 20 After further legal battles and an expose of Knoll’s heavy-handed tactics 
in the Wall Street Journal, Dong was finally allowed to publish her own version of 
the study in the Journal of the American Medical Association in 1997 — nearly seven 
years after its completion. During those seven years, Boots/Knoll had used 
Synthroid’s claims of superiority to dominate the $600-million-per-year synthetic 
thyroid market. The publication of her work in JAMA prompted a class-action law- 
suit on the part of Synthroid users who had been effectively duped into paying an 
estimated $365 million per year more than they needed for their medication. Knoll 
settled the lawsuit out of court for $98 million — a fraction of the extra profits it had 
made during the years it spent suppressing Dong’s study.^i 
Another attempt to suppress research occurred in 1995, when liver specialist 
Nancy Olivieri at the University of Toronto wanted to warn patients about the toxic 
side effects of a drug she was testing. The Canadian drug giant Apotex, which was 
sponsoring the study in hopes of marketing the drug, told her to keep quiet, citing 
a nondisclosure agreement that she had signed. When Olivieri alerted her patients 
anyway and published her concerns in the New England Journal of Medicine, 
Apotex threatened her with legal action and she was fired from her hospital, a re- 
cipient of hundreds of thousands of dollars each year in research funding from 
Apotex. 

In 1997, David Kern, an occupational health expert at Brown University, discov- 
ered eight cases of a new, deadly lung disease among workers at a Microfibres, Inc, 
a manufacturer of finely-cut nylon flock based in Pawtucket, Rhode Island. Micro- 
fibres tried to suppress Kern’s finding, citing a confidentiality agreement that he 
had signed at the time of an educational visit to the company more than a year be- 
fore the start of his research. When Kern spoke out anyway, administrators at the 
hospital and university where he worked (a recipient of charitable contributions 
from Microfibres) insisted that he withdraw a previously submitted scientific 
communique about the disease outbreak and that he cease providing medical care 
to his patients who worked at the company. Kern’s program — the state’s only occu- 
pational health center — was subsequently closed, and his job was eliminated .22 Even 
more disturbing was the response of many of his research colleagues. “There were 
courageous folks who stood up for me, but most looked the other way,” he said. “I’m 
mightily discouraged by the failure of the community to do more.”^^ 

Beyond the problem of outright fraud and suppression, moreover, there is a larger 
and more pervasive problem: the systemwide bias that industry funding creates 
among researchers in commercially profitable fields. “Virtually every academic in 
biotechnology is involved in exploiting it commercially,” observed Orville Chapman 
of the University of California at Los Angeles. “We’ve lost our credentials as unbi- 
ased on such subjects as cloning or the modification of living things, and we seem 
singularly reluctant to think it through.” 24 
A host of techniques exist for manipulating research protocols to produce studies 
whose conclusions fit their sponsor’s predetermined interests. These techniques in- 
clude adjusting the time of a study (so that toxic effects do not have time to emerge), 
subtle manipulations of target and control groups or dosage levels, and subjective 
interpretations of complex data. Often such methods stop short of outright fraud, 
but lead to predictable results. “Usually associations that sponsor research have a 
fairly good idea what the outcome will be, or they won’t fund it,” says Joseph Hotch- 
kiss of Cornell University. When researchers have examined the link between fund- 
ing sources and research outcomes, they have found a striking pattern of cor- 
respondence: 

• In 1994, researchers in Boston studied the relationship between funding and 
reported drug performance in published trials of anti-inflammatory drugs 
used in the treatment of arthritis. They reviewed 56 drug trials and found 
that in every single case, the manufacturer-associated drug was reported as 
being equal or superior in efficacy and toxicity to the comparison drug. “These 
claims of superiority, especially in regard to side effects, are often not sup- 
ported by the trial data,” they added. “These data raise concerns about selec- 
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tive publication or biased interpretation of results in manufacturer-associated 
trials.” 

• In 1996, researchers Mildred K. Cho and Lisa A. Bero compared studies of 
new drug therapies and found that 98 percent of the studies funded by a 
drug’s maker reached favorable conclusions about its safety and efficacy, com- 
pared to 76 percent of studies funded by independent sources.^^ 

• In 1998, the New England Journal of Medicine published a study which ex- 
amined the relationship between drug-industry funding and research conclu- 
sions about calcium-channel blockers, a class of drugs used to treat high blood 
pressure. There are safety concerns about the use of calcium-channel blockers 
because of research showing that they present a higher risk of heart attacks 
than other older and cheaper forms of blood pressure medication such as 
diuretics and beta-blockers. The NEJM study examined 70 articles on channel 
blockers and classified them into three categories: favorable, neutral and crit- 
ical. It found that 96 percent of the authors of favorable articles had financial 
ties to manufacturers of calcium-channel blockers, compared with 60 percent 
of the neutral authors and 37 percent of the critical authors. Only two of the 
70 articles disclosed the authors’ corporate ties.^'^ 

• In October 1999, researchers at Northwestern University in Chicago studied 
the relationship between funding sources and conclusions reached by studies 
of new cancer drugs and found that studies sponsored by drug companies 
were nearly eight times less likely to report unfavorable conclusions than 
studies paid for by nonprofit organizations.^® 

Drug research is not the only field in which this pattern can be detected. In 1996, 
journalists Dan Fagin and Marianne Lavelle reviewed recent studies published in 
major scientific journals regarding the safety of four chemicals: the herbicides 
alachlor and atrazine, formaldehyde, and perchloroethylene, the carcinogenic solvent 
used for dry cleaning clothes. When nonindustry scientists did the studies, 60 per- 
cent returned results unfavorable to the chemicals involved, whereas industry-fund- 
ing scientists came back with favorable results 74 percent of the time. Fagin and 
Lavelle observed a particularly strong biasing influence with respect to agribusiness 
financing for research related to farm weed control. “Weed scientists — a close-knit 
fraternity of researchers in industry, academia, and government — like to call them- 
selves ‘nozzleheads’ or ‘spray and pray guys,’” they stated. “As the nicknames sug- 
gest, their focus is usually much narrower than weeds. As many of its leading prac- 
titioners admit, weed science almost always means herbicide science, and herbicide 
science almost always means herbicide-justification science. Using their clout as the 
most important source of research dollars, chemical companies have skillfully wield- 
ed weed scientists to ward off the EPA, organic farmers, and others who want to 
wean American farmers away from their dependence on atrazine, alachlor, and 
other chemical weedkillers.”^® 

Solutions 

Recognizing the problem of funding-driven bias, leading medical journals recently 
announced the adoption of a uniform policy that reserves the right to refuse to pub- 
lish drug company-sponsored studies unless the researchers involved are guaranteed 
scientific independence. Hopefully, this announcement from the New England Jour- 
nal of Medicine, the Lancet, the Annals of Internal Medicine and the Journal of the 
American Medical Association will serve as a signal for other journals to adopt simi- 
lar policies. 

In addition, however, researchers and medical journals should adopt stricter 
standards of disclosure regarding funding itself. Some researchers bridle at this ex- 
pectation. When asked who funds their research, they may argue that this question 
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is irrelevant or that merely asking the question casts aspersions on their integrity. 
Individual integrity, however, is not the real issue. There is nothing inherently 
wrong with research sponsored by companies with a vested interest in its outcome. 
Nevertheless, neither researchers nor the sponsors of their research can be expected 
to be completely objective or to recognize their own bias if it exists. Funding does 
not necessarily create bias, but it selects bias and is a leading indicator of bias. For 
this reason alone, a researcher’s funding and other possible financial conflicts of in- 
terest are important information which should be published as routinely as study 
methodologies and statistical confidence levels. Funding itself may not taint a re- 
searcher’s integrity, but lack of candor about funding should be regarded as an eth- 
ical breach, and both researchers and scientific journals should work to foster a cul- 
ture of expectations in which full and frank disclosure of such ties becomes the norm 
rather than the exception. 

Finally, it is important to maintain an “information commons” — a space for re- 
search funded by nonprofit organizations, universities and governmental bodies. Re- 
search by these institutions may carry its own political agendas, but it is an impor- 
tant alternative and counterweight to proprietary, profit-driven research. 
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He was born and raised in Nevada, graduated from Princeton University, and works 
in Madison, Wisconsin. 

Chairman MiLLEH. Thank you. I find that my southern upbring- 
ing and the difficulty of interrupting people for fear would seem 
like bad manners coming into conflict with my role as Chairman, 
and that upbringing was not even overcome by three years in law 
school. But if you could try to keep generally within the five min- 
utes. We are not going to be real, real harsh about that time limit. 
It would be helpful to all of us. 

Dr. McCarthy. 

STATEMENT OF DR. JAMES J. MCCARTHY, ALEXANDER AGAS- 
SIZ PROFESSOR OF BIOLOGICAL OCEANOGRAPHY, HAR- 
VARD UNIVERSITY; BOARD MEMBER, UNION OF CONCERNED 

SCIENTISTS 

Dr. McCarthy. Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, 
thank you for holding this hearing and giving me the opportunity 
to testify today about efforts to distort the science of climate 
change. 

As you pointed out, I am the Alexander Agassiz Professor of Bio- 
logical Oceanography at Harvard. I am the President-Elect of the 
American Association for the Advancement of Science, and I am a 
board member of the Union of Concerned Scientists. I also co- 
chaired Working Group II of the Inter-Governmental Panel and 
Climate Change, IPCC, for the Third Assessment, which reported 
out in 2001. 

I will begin today by describing the robust and consistent sci- 
entific understanding of climate change and the threat it poses. I 
will then summarize two recent reports of the Union of Concerned 
Scientists to show how the Bush Administration, political ap- 
pointees, and a network of Exxon-funded, ExxonMobil funded orga- 
nizations have sought to distort, manipulate, and suppress climate 
science so as to confuse the American public about the urgency of 
the global warming problem, and thus, forestall a strong policy re- 
sponse. I will close by providing recommendations to protect the in- 
tegrity of science and the free flow of scientific information and to 
insure strong policies that will provide a healthy climate for our 
children. 

Over the past 25 years a broad consensus on the science of cli- 
mate change has emerged. In June, 2005, the Academies of Science 
in each of the G8 nations plus India, China, and Brazil, issued a 
joint statement which said that, “The scientific understanding of 
climate change is now sufficiently clear to justify nations taking 
prompt action.” In the United States the American Geophysical 
Union, the American Meteorological Society, and the American As- 
sociation for the Advancement of Science have all made similar 
statements about the urgency of the climate threat. And last month 
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as Chairman Gordon pointed out, the IPCC released a report which 
concludes that the planet is unequivocally warming and that the 
warming we are seeing is due primarily to human activities such 
as the burning of fossil fuels and the clearing of forests. And as 
Chairman Gordon pointed out, the United States and over 100 
other nations endorsed this conclusion. 

How is it then that the non-scientific organizations and a few in- 
dividuals are able to cast such doubt on the common statement of 
the world’s leading scientific academies and the IPCC? A recent re- 
port by the Union of Concerned Scientists provides an explanation. 
Smoke, Mirrors, and Hot Air documents how ExxonMobil has 
adopted the tobacco industry’s disinformation tactics as well as 
some of the same organizations and personnel to cloud the sci- 
entific understanding of climate change and to delay action. 

ExxonMobil has tunneled nearly $16 million between 1998, and 
2005, to a network of 43 advocacy organizations that seek to con- 
fuse the public on global warming science. Virtually all of these 
groups consist of an overlapping collection of individuals serving as 
staff, board members, and scientific advisors to public and republic 
the works of a small group of climate change contrurians. 

Finally, the report reveals ExxonMobil’s influence over Govern- 
ment policy, including successfully urging the Bush Administration 
to back away from the U.S. commitment to the Kyoto Protocol and 
successfully lobbying the White House to withdraw its support for 
the re-nomination of Robert Watson, an internationally respected 
U.S. scientist to a second term as Chairman of the IPCC. Political 
interference at the highest levels is harming federal science and is 
threatening the health and safety of Americans. Our recent report 
on interference in the work of federal climate scientists, atmos- 
phere of pressure, found that some of our nation’s highest-quality 
climate science is being suppressed. One hundred and fifty federal 
climate scientists, three out of five respondents personally experi- 
enced at least one incident of political interference over the past 
five years. That number should be zero. Tarek Maassarani will 
speak more about some of these findings in his statement. 

Chairman Miller and Chairman Gordon, I am sure I speak for 
all scientists when I thank you for the initiative that you have 
taken with your letter to 11 federal agencies regarding their 
science media practices. 

Recommendations. Congress should take action to prevent the 
worst effects of global warming, ignore the disinformation cam- 
paign funded by ExxonMobil, and take steps to protect federal cli- 
mate scientists from political interference. There are several con- 
crete steps that need to restore scientific integrity. 

I congratulate the House of Representatives for the passage of 
legislation extending whistleblower protections to scientists, and 
we hope that the Senate will follow your lead. The constitutional 
right of federal scientists to speak freely must be guaranteed. Sci- 
entists should not be subject to undue restrictions on media con- 
tacts, and finally, all Americans must be guaranteed access to the 
scientific basis for the agency decisions that affect their health and 
safety and are paid for with their tax dollars. 

In conclusion. Congress needs to recognize ExxonMobil’s 
disinformation campaign for what it is. I urge Members of Con- 
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gress to draw the scientific information needed to formulate wise 
climate policy from bona fide scientific organizations and member 
scientists who publish in the scientific literature and to assiduously 
avoid being influenced by the protestations of small but vocal advo- 
cacy groups funded by ExxonMobil for the express purpose of cast- 
ing doubt on a robust body of climate science. 

Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Dr. McCarthy follows:] 

Prepared Statement of James J. McCarthy 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, thank you for holding this hear- 
ing, and for giving me the opportunity to testify today about efforts to distort the 
science of climate change. My name is James McCarthy, and I am Alexander Agas- 
siz Professor of Biological Oceanography at Harvard University. From 1986 to 1993, 
I served as Chair of the International Committee that establishes research priorities 
and oversees implementation of the International Geosphere — Biosphere Program. 
From 1997 to 2001, I co-chaired Working Group II of the Intergovernmental Panel 
on Climate Change (IPCC), which had responsibilities for assessing impacts of and 
vulnerabilities to global climate change for the Third IPCC Assessment. I am Presi- 
dent-Elect of the American Association for the Advancement of Science, and member 
of the Board of Union of Concerned Scientists. 

It is now clear that for a number of years, both Bush Administration political ap- 
pointees and a network of organizations funded by the world’s largest private energy 
company, ExxonMobil, have sought to distort, manipulate and suppress climate 
science, so as to confuse the American public about the reality and urgency of the 
global warming problem, and thus forestall a strong policy response. 

Unfortunately, these efforts have misled many individuals, including elected offi- 
cials, to believe that the human influences on climate change are either negligible 
or of little consequence. The science, however, leaves no doubt that human induced 
climate change is of enormous potential consequence, and clearly one of the most 
urgent issues of our times. It is also increasingly clear that we only have a narrow 
window of time — a decade or less — within which to initiate serious action if we are 
to avoid the highly negative impacts of global warming that are otherwise projected 
for this century. 

In my testimony, I will begin by describing the process by which scientists have 
reached a robust and consistent position on our understanding of climate change 
and the threats it poses. I will then summarize two recent reports by the Union of 
Concerned Scientists. The first, “Smoke, Mirrors, and Hot Air,” details how 
ExxonMobil manufactured uncertainty on climate change, and the second, “Atmos- 
phere of Pressure,” describes how federal climate science has been systematically 
manipulated and suppressed. I will close by providing recommendations for Con- 
gress, the administration and ExxonMobil to protect the integrity of science and the 
free flow of scientific information and to ensure strong public policies that will pro- 
vide a healthy climate for our children and grandchildren. 

The Role of Science in Addressing Global Warming 

First, let me outline where the scientific understanding of climate change and the 
threat it poses now stands. Science is an evolving body of knowledge, which is al- 
ways open to challenge and new ideas. But there is a process by which this occurs, 
one that gives these challenges and new ideas credibility and legitimacy. This is 
through publication in peer reviewed scientific journals. 

Novel findings do not always readily attain widespread acceptance in the scientific 
community. For example, the most important contribution to Earth sciences in the 
last four decades may be the discovery of seafloor-spreading and plate tectonics. And 
yet, some distinguished Earth scientists went to their graves unconvinced of the evi- 
dence. 

Sometimes new findings, seemingly credible in the initial publication, are eventu- 
ally proven wrong. The process of science is to continue to question and challenge 
both new and well-established findings. No scientist would ever discourage this 
skepticism. 

The understanding of how changes in the atmospheric concentrations of green- 
house gases can affect Earth’s temperature dates to the late 1800’s. But due to the 
complex dynamics of climate, it took time for scientists to understand the linkages 
between chemical cycles involving land, ocean and atmospheric processes, and to as- 
certain clear trends in climate and in greenhouse gas concentrations. Was the Earth 
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warming or cooling? Could the amount of heat-trapping gases produced by humans 
really be large enough to affect change? These and many other sensible questions 
were a common motivator of scientific studies in the last century. It was not until 
the latter half of the 20th century that key pieces of the relationship between in- 
creases in concentrations of heat-trapping gases and climate came into clear view. 

For the past 25 years, many national academies of science have reviewed the body 
of climate science and have spoken consistently regarding the observed changes in 
Earth’s climate and the evidence that human activities are the primary source of 
heat-trapping emissions responsible for global warming. 

In June, 2005, the academies of science in each of the G-8 nations plus India, 
China, and Brazil issued a joint statement summarizing the science relating to an- 
thropogenic climate change, which declared: 

“. . .there is now strong evidence that significant global warming is occur- 
ring. . . It is likely that most of the warming in recent decades can be attrib- 
uted to human activities. . . This warming has already led to changes in 
Earth’s climate. . . The scientific understanding of climate change is now suffi- 
ciently clear to justify nations taking prompt action. It is vital that all nations 
identify cost-effective steps that they can take now, to contribute to substantial 
and long-term reduction in net global greenhouse gas emissions.” 

Within the Unites States most climate scientists are members of one or more of 
the following professional organizations which publish scientific journals and hold 
regular meetings for scientists to present their latest findings: the American Geo- 
physical Union (41,000 members), the American Meteorology Society (AMS) (11,000 
members), and the American Association for the Advancement of Science (120,000 
individual and institutional members). These preeminent scientific societies have all 
made similar statements about recent climate change. Here, for example is the 
statement of the AMS: 

“Despite uncertainties, there is adequate evidence from observations and inter- 
pretations of climate simulations to conclude that the atmosphere, ocean, and 
land surface are warming; that humans have significantly contributed to this 
change; and that further climate change will continue to have important im- 
pacts on human societies, on economies, on ecosystems and on wildlife through 
the 21st century and beyond.” 

And, just last month, the authoritative Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change (IPCC) released a report which concludes that the planet is unequivocally 
warming — their word, unequivocal — and that the warming we’re seeing is due pri- 
marily to the coal, oil and natural gas we burn to power our homes, businesses and 
transportation. 

Despite this strong scientific understanding, media coverage and political debate 
on global warming science often give undue credence to the views of little known 
organizations and statements by individuals purporting to be experts on climate 
science. 

A medical analogy comes to mind. Official position statements of the National 
Academies Institute of Medicine, the American Medical Association, the American 
Heart Association, and the American Cancer Society state that medical evidence 
strongly links cigarette smoking to lung and heart disease. Would any of us who 
are not experts in this field of medical science feel qualified challenging the views 
of these august bodies? 

How is it then, that non-scientific organizations and a few individuals are able 
to cast doubt on the common statement of the world’s leading scientific academies, 
the IPCC, and on more than a century of scientific discovery regarding climate 
science? A recent report by the Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS) provides an ex- 
planation. 

ExxonMobil’s Disinformation Campaign^ 

In January 2007, UCS released “Smoke, Mirrors and Hot Air: How ExxonMobil 
Uses Big Tobacco Tactics to Manufacture Uncertainty on Climate Science.” The re- 
port documents how ExxonMobil, the world’s largest energy company, has for years 
underwritten a sophisticated disinformation campaign whose aim has been to de- 
ceive the public and policy-makers about the reality of global warming. The cam- 
paign bears striking similarities to the tobacco industry’s decades-long effort to mis- 
lead the public about the scientific evidence linking smoking to lung cancer and 
heart disease. In fact, some of the same organizations and individuals involved in 


^References available in the full report, available at www.ucsusa.org ! news ! press -release I 
ExxonMobil-GlobalWarming-tobacco.html 
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the tobacco industry effort are also part of the ExxonMobil’s disinformation cam- 
paign. 

Like the tobacco industry in previous decades, ExxonMobil has: 

• Raised doubts about even the most indisputable scientific evidence; 

• Funded an array of front organizations to create the appearance of a broad 
platform for a tight-knit group of vocal climate change contrarians who mis- 
represent peer-reviewed scientific findings; 

• Attempted to portray its opposition to action as a positive quest for “sound 
science” rather than business self-interest; and, 

• Used its access to the Bush Administration to block federal policies and shape 
government communications on global warming. 

ExxonMobil Contributions to Climate Contrarian Groups 

Specifically, the UCS report shows that between 1998 and 2005, ExxonMobil tun- 
neled close to $16 million to a network of 43 ideological and advocacy groups that 
seek to manufacture uncertainty about the strong scientific consensus on global 
warming. These groups promote spokespeople who misrepresent peer-reviewed sci- 
entific findings or cherry-pick facts in an attempt to mislead the media and public 
into thinking there is vigorous debate in the mainstream scientific community about 
climate change. Among the ExxonMobil-funded groups are established conservative 
and anti-regulation think tanks and organizations such as the American Enterprise 
Institute. There are also a myriad of smaller, lesser known groups, including the 
Heartland Institute ($560,000), the Annapolis Center for Science Based Public Pol- 
icy ($763,500), and Frontiers of Freedom ($1,000,200). 

There are two disturbing themes about the groups funded by ExxonMobil. First, 
virtually all of the 43 organizations publish and publicize the work of a nearly iden- 
tical small group of spokespeople who work to misrepresent climate science and con- 
fuse the public’s understanding of global warming. Most of these organizations also 
include these same individuals as board members or scientific advisers. Second, 
ExxonMobil has often been the major underwriter of these groups’ climate change- 
related activities. 

There are many examples of what I’ve described in the UCS report. Solid state 
physicist Frederick Seitz, for instance, is the emeritus chair of the ExxonMobil fund- 
ed Marshall Institute and is also affiliated with at least four other groups receiving 
funding from ExxonMobil. Patrick Michaels and Fred Singer, both prolific climate 
change skeptics, each have ties to no fewer than 11 organizations funded by 
ExxonMobil. 

In terms of the organizations themselves, one of the most striking features to 
emerge from the data is the fact that ExxonMobil is often the major underwriter 
of these groups’ climate change-related efforts. A good example is a Washington, 
DC. -based group called the Committee for a Constructive Tomorrow. This organiza- 
tion has, since 1998, received nearly a half a million dollars from ExxonMobil. The 
company’s 2004 grant to this organization made up approximately a quarter of the 
group’s total expenses for that year. 

Another notable example is the Competitive Enterprise Institute which has, to 
date, received more than $2 million in ExxonMobil funding. 

All these figures and many more like them are documented in the report and its 
appendices. Part of UCS’s goal was to provide a comprehensive reference of people, 
organizations, and funding data on this topic, and with close to 300 footnotes, the 
report provides plenty of source material for people to look into the story more deep- 
ly for themselves. 

ExxonMobil Links to Big Tobacco 

In addition to providing this information, though, the report also details links in 
strategy and personnel between ExxonMobil’s efforts and those of the tobacco indus- 
try. It includes the text, for instance, of a seminal 1998 memo that ExxonMobil 
helped draft as part of a small group called the Global Climate Science Team that 
set much of the company’s strategy in motion. As the report shows, this internal 
memo didn’t just mimic the tobacco industry’s strategy, it even drew upon key per- 
sonnel who had implemented it. 

For instance, Randy Randol, ExxonMobil’s senior environmental lobbyist at the 
time, was a member of this Global Climate Science Team. Notably, so was Steve 
Milloy, who headed a tobacco front organization. As we now know from internal doc- 
uments made public by court order, the tobacco firm Philip Morris actually hired 
a PR firm to create this group — called the Advancement of Sound Science Coali- 
tion — in 1993 to mislead the public about the dangers of second-hand smoke. In an 
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effort to disguise its identity as a tobacco industry front group, TASSC also fostered 
support for a host of other anti-regulatory efforts on issues ranging from asbestos 
to radon. 

Milloy is one of several veterans of the tobacco industry’s disinformation campaign 
who this report shows are involved in ExxonMobil’s similar, ongoing efforts on glob- 
al warming. As recently as 2004, ExxonMobil has continued to fund Milloy’s efforts. 
He currently runs two organizations out of his Maryland home-the resuscitated Ad- 
vancement of Sound Science Center and something called the Free Enterprise Edu- 
cation Institute. ExxonMobil’s close connection with some of the very same per- 
sonnel who helped engineer the tobacco industry’s blatant and shameful 
disinformation campaign speaks for itself. 

ExxonMobil’s Political Influence 

The UCS report shows that ExxonMobil’s influence over government policy may 
surpass that of the tobacco industry it emulates. The report documents that during 
the 2000-2006 election cycles, ExxonMobil’s PAC and individuals affiliated with the 
company gave more than $4 million to federal candidates and parties. Shortly after 
President Bush took office, ExxonMobil began to wield its influence. In 2001, 
ExxonMobil participated in Vice President Cheney’s “Energy Task Force,” which rec- 
ommended a continued reliance on fossil fuels. 

ExxonMobil also successfully urged the Bush Administration to back away from 
the U.S. Commitment to the Kyoto Protocol. Notes from a 2001 talk by State De- 
partment official Paula Dobriansky confirm the role ExxonMobil played in per- 
suading the Administration to abandon the international agreement. Another 2001 
memo from ExxonMobil urged the Administration to hire Harlan Watson, a vocal 
opponent of climate action, as the lead negotiator for the U.S. on international cli- 
mate policy. Since then H. Watson has steadfastly opposed any U.S. engagement in 
the Kyoto process. 

Other documents reveal that in February 2001, following the release of an author- 
itative report by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), 
ExxonMobil successfully lobbied the White House to withdraw its support for re- 
nomination of Robert Watson to a second term as Chairman of the IPCC. R. Watson, 
an internationally respected scientist, has served as the Director of the Science Divi- 
sion at NASA and was at the time a chief scientist at the World Bank. 

In one of the most striking examples of ExxonMobil’s influence, the administra- 
tion hired Philip Cooney to serve as the Chief of Staff in the White House Council 
of Environmental Quality (CEQ) from 2001-2005. Before joining the Administration, 
Cooney had spent a decade as a lawyer for the American Petroleum institute, the 
oil industry lobby that worked with ExxonMobil to develop its disinformation cam- 
paign. In that capacity, Cooney sought to prevent the U.S. from entering into any 
kind of international agreement or enacting any domestic legislation that might lead 
to mandatory limits on global warming emissions. 

Cooney, a lawyer with an undergraduate degree in economics, had no scientific 
credentials that might qualify him to rewrite the findings of top government sci- 
entists. Nonetheless, during his tenure at CEQ, he spent a significant amount of 
time censoring and distorting government reports so as to exaggerate scientific un- 
certainty about global warming. One particularly damning incident involved 
Cooney’s efforts to sabotage the Administration’s own May 2002 “U.S. Climate Ac- 
tion Report,” which concluded that climate change posed a significant risk and was 
caused by human-made emissions. The report drew on the findings of the “U.S. Na- 
tional Assessment of the Potential Consequences of Climate Variability and 
Change,” an earlier government report that predated the Bush Administration. 

E-mail correspondence obtained through a Freedom of Information Act request 
shows that Cooney contacted Myron Ebell at the ExxonMobil-funded Competitive 
Enterprise Institute for help in undermining the Administration’s own report. Ebell 
advised the Administration to distance itself from the report. Shortly after. Presi- 
dent Bush did exactly that, denigrating the report as having been “put out by the 
bureaucracy.” CEI then filed the second of two lawsuits calling for the Bush Admin- 
istration to withdraw the National Assessment, on which the report in question was 
based. 

Cooney’s inappropriate activities came to light when Rick Piltz, a whistle-blowing 
researcher at the U.S. Government’s interagency Climate Change Science Program, 
resigned in protest over Cooney’s censorship practices and other Bush Administra- 
tion abuses of climate science. Two days after the New York Times first reported 
on Piltz’s revelations, Cooney resigned. It was not surprising when, one week after 
he left the White house, Cooney accepted a high-ranking public relations position 
at ExxonMobil. 
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The Bottom Line on ExxonMobil 

In an effort reminiscent of the tobacco industry, ExxonMobil has helped create an 
echo chamber that serves to amplify the views of a carefully selected group of 
spokespeople whose work has been largely discredited by the scientific community. 
Hopefully, as the connections documented in this report become known, lawmakers, 
media, and the public will become more attuned to the relationships that many of 
the most vocal critics of climate change science and their organizations have to a 
corporation that has repeatedly refused to acknowledge the science and respond to 
the concerns so succinctly summarized in the joint statement of the 11 Academies 
and the recent IPCC report. 

Protecting Federal Climate Scientists from Political Interference 

Federal climate science research is at the forefront of assessing fundamental 
causes of global warming and the future dangers it could pose to our nation and 
the world. Such research is of tremendous value to many Americans planning for 
these risks, including coastal communities designing infrastructure for protecting 
against storm surges; civil authorities planning for heat waves; power companies 
preparing for higher peak energy demands; forest managers planning wildfire man- 
agement programs; farmers adjusting to changing precipitation patterns; and policy- 
makers evaluating energy legislation. Therefore, it is crucial that the best available 
science on climate change be disseminated to the public, through government 
websites, reports, and press releases. In recent years, however, this science has been 
increasingly tailored to reflect political goals rather than scientific fact. 

Out of concern that inappropriate political interference and media favoritism are 
compromising federal climate science, the Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS) and 
the Government Accountability Project (GAP) undertook independent investigations 
of federal climate science. UCS mailed a questionnaire to more than 1,600 climate 
scientists at seven federal agencies to gauge the extent to which politics was playing 
a role in scientists’ research. Surveys were also sent to scientists at the independent 
(non-federal) National Center for Atmospheric Research (NCAR) to serve as a com- 
parison with the experience of federal scientists. About 19 percent of all scientists 
responded (279 from federal agencies and 29 from NCAR). At the same time, GAP 
conducted 40 in-depth interviews with federal climate scientists and other officials 
and analyzed thousands of pages of government documents, obtained through the 
Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) and inside sources, regarding agency media poli- 
cies and congressional communications. 

These two complementary investigations arrived at similar conclusions regarding 
the state of federal climate research and the need for strong policies to protect the 
integrity of science and the free flow of scientific information. Together, they formed 
the basis for “Atmosphere of Pressure,” a joint report by the Union of Concerned Sci- 
entists and the Government Accountability Project. 

Findings of the Report: “Atmosphere of Pressure” 

Political Interference with Climate Science: The Federal Government needs accu- 
rate scientific information to craft effective policies. Political interference with the 
work of federal scientists threatens the quality and integrity of these policies. As 
such, no scientist should ever encounter any of the various types of political inter- 
ference described in our survey questions. Yet unacceptably large numbers of federal 
climate scientists personally experienced instances of interference over the past five 
years: 

• 57 scientists (21 percent of all respondents to the question) personally experi- 
enced pressure to eliminate the words “climate change,” “global warming,” or 
other similar terms from a variety of communications. 

• 41 scientists (15 percent) personally experienced changes or edits during re- 
view that changed the meaning of scientific findings. 

• 47 scientists (18 percent) personally experienced statements by officials at 
their agencies that misrepresented scientists’ findings. 

• 60 scientists (22 percent) personally experienced the disappearance or un- 
usual delay of wehsites, reports, or other science-based materials relating to 
climate. 

• 97 scientists (36 percent) personally experienced new or unusual administra- 
tive requirements that impair climate-related work. 

• 17 scientists (six percent) personally experienced situations in which sci- 
entists have actively objected to, resigned from, or removed themselves from 
a project because of pressure to change scientific findings. 
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• In all, 150 scientists (58 percent) said they had personally experienced at least 
one incident of some form of interference within the past five years, for a total 
of at least 435 incidents of political interference. 

The more frequently a climate scientist’s work touches on sensitive or controver- 
sial issues, the more interference he or she reported. More than three-quarters (78 
percent) of those survey respondents who self-reported that their research “always” 
or “frequently’ touches on issues that could be considered sensitive or controversial 
also reported they had personally experienced at least one incident of inappropriate 
interference. More than one-quarter (27 percent) of this same group had experienced 
six or more such incidents in the past five years. 

In contrast to this evidence of widespread interference in climate science at fed- 
eral agencies, scientists at the independent National Center for Atmospheric Re- 
search (NCAR), who are not federal employees, reported far fewer instances of inter- 
ference. Only 22 percent of all NCAR respondents had personally experienced such 
incidents over the past five years. Of course, this is still unacceptable; no scientist 
should be subjected to such political interference. 

Barriers to Communication: Federal scientists have a constitutional right to speak 
about their scientific research, and the American public has a right to be informed 
of the findings of teixpayer-supported research. Restrictions on scientists who report 
findings contrary to an administration’s preferred policies undermine these basic 
rights. These practices also contribute to a general misunderstanding of the findings 
of climate science and degrade our government’s ability to make effective policies 
on topics ranging from public health to agriculture to disaster preparation. 

The investigation uncovered numerous examples of public affairs officers at fed- 
eral agencies taking a highly active role in regulating communications between 
agency scientists and the media — in effect serving as gatekeepers for scientific infor- 
mation. 

Among the examples taken from interviews and FOIA documents: 

• One agency scientist, whose research illustrates a possible connection be- 
tween hurricanes and global warming, was repeatedly barred from speaking 
to the media. Press inquiries on the subject were routed to another scientist 
whose views more closely matched official administration policy. 

• Government scientists routinely encounter difficulty in obtaining approval for 
official press releases that highlight research into the causes and con- 
sequences of global warming. 

• Media policies at federal agencies went beyond notifyng public affairs officers 
of upcoming interviews or recapping the content of past interviews. In some 
cases requests to speak with the media were only granted under the condition 
that a public affairs officer be physically present at the interview. This prac- 
tice of having their statements monitored may have made some scientists feel 
less comfortable speaking freely. 

• Both scientists and journalists report that restrictive media policies and prac- 
tices have had the effect of slowing down the process by which interview re- 
quests are approved. As a result, the number of contacts between government 
scientists and the news media has been greatly reduced. 

Highly publicized incidents of interference have led at least one agency to imple- 
ment reforms; in February 2006, NASA adopted a scientific openness policy that af- 
firms the right of open scientific communication. Perhaps as a result, 61 percent of 
NASA survey respondents said recent policies affirming scientific openness at their 
agency have improved the environment for climate research. While imperfect, the 
new NASA media policy stands as a model for the type of action other federal agen- 
cies should take in reforming their media policies. 

The investigation also highlighted problems with the process by which scientific 
findings are communicated to policy-makers in Congress. One example, taken from 
internal documents provided to GAP by agency staff, shows edits to official ques- 
tions for the record by political appointees, which change the meaning of the sci- 
entific findings being presented. 

Inadequate Funding: When adjusted for inflation, funding for federal climate 
science research has declined since the mid-1990s. A majority of survey respondents 
disagreed that the government has done a good job funding climate science, and a 
large number of scientists warned that inadequate levels of funding are harming the 
capacity of researchers to make progress in understanding the causes and effects 
of climate change. Budget cuts that have forced the cancellation of crucial Earth ob- 
servation satellite programs were of particular concern to respondents. 

Poor Morale: Morale among federal climate scientists is generally poor. The UCS 
survey results suggest a correlation between the deterioration in morale and the po- 
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liticized environment surrounding federal climate science in the present administra- 
tion. One primary danger of low morale and decreased funding is that federal agen- 
cies may have more difficulty attracting and keeping the best scientists. 

A large number of respondents reported decreasing job satisfaction and a wors- 
ening environment for climate science in federal agencies: 

• Two-thirds of respondents said that today’s environment for Federal Govern- 
ment climate research is worse compared with five years ago (67 percent) and 
10 years ago (64 percent). Among scientists at NASA, these numbers were 
higher (79 percent and 77 percent, respectively). 

• 45 percent said that their personal job satisfaction has decreased over the 
past few years. At NASA, three in five (61 percent) reported decreased job 
satisfaction. 

• 36 percent of respondents from NASA, and 22 percent of all respondents, re- 
ported that morale in their office was “poor” or “extremely poor.” Among 
NCAR respondents, only seven percent reported such low levels of morale. 

Recommendations 

Congress should take action to prevent the worst effects of global warming, ignore 
the disinformation campaign funded by ExxonMobil, and take steps to protect fed- 
eral climate scientists from political interference. Let me address each of these 
areas. 

Congressional Action on Global Warming 

The true signal that ExxonMobil’s disinformation campaign has been defeated and 
federal climate scientists have regained a real voice will come when Congress passes 
policies that meaningfully address the threat of global warming. Most importantly, 
Congress should pass science based legislation that gradually reduces global warm- 
ing emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. In addition. Congress should 
enact policies that spur the development of solution technologies and make compli- 
ance with the economy-wide reductions more affordable. These should include: 

• Increased fuel economy standards for passenger vehicles; 

• A Renewable Electricity Standard requiring utilities to obtain 20 percent of 
electricity from renewable energy sources by 2020; 

• A shift in government energy support and incentives away from conventional 
coal, oil, and gas toward clean, renewable energy sources; and, 

• Integration of low carbon fuels into the supply chain by ensuring that more 
gas stations sell biofuels such as E85 and flexible fuel vehicles comprise a 
greater percentage of the vehicle fleet. 

Ending ExxonMobil’s Disinformation Campaign 

The UCS “Smoke, Mirrors, and Hot Air” report, which was covered in more than 
300 media outlets, came on the heels of other criticism of ExxonMobil’s 
disinformation campaign. In September 2006, the Royal Society, Britain’s premier 
scientific academy, sent a letter to ExxonMobil urging the company to stop funding 
the dozens of groups spreading disinformation on global warming and also strongly 
criticized the company’s “inaccurate and misleading” public statements on global 
warming. On October 27, 2006, Senators Olympia Snowe (R-ME) and John D. 
Rockefeller (D-WV) sent a letter to ExxonMobil urging the company to stop funding 
climate contrarian groups. All three of these documents have led to public outrage 
about the company’s cynical campaign to delay climate action. 

In response to public pressure, ExxonMobil recently launched a public relations 
campaign aimed at softening its image as a climate skeptic. Although the company 
recently acknowledges the global warming threat, and has announced that it has 
cut off funding for some of the groups involved in the disinformation campaign, in- 
cluding the Competitive Enterprise Institute, it has not yet pledged a complete halt 
to its bankrolling of the scores of skeptic groups that disseminate misleading infor- 
mation on global warming. In a letter responding to Senators Snowe and Rockfeller, 
ExxonMobil claimed to have no control over the activities of the groups it supports. 
If that’s true, ExxonMobil can certainly choose to stop funding any group that dis- 
seminates misinformation and establish clear standards for groups that receive 
funding in the future. 

Even if ExxonMobil ceases to fund its disinformation campaign, much of what it 
funded in the past will continue to have influence, and to the degree it does, our 
nation will take longer to enact the needed policies described above. Such delay 
would be costly in harm done to natural and human socioeconomic systems that are 
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sensitive to the negative impacts of business-as-usual projections for future climate. 
Therefore, I urge Members of Congress to draw the scientific information needed to 
formulate wise policy responses to impending climate change from bona fide sci- 
entific organizations and member scientists who publish in the scientific literature, 
and to assiduously avoid being influenced by the protestations of small but vocal 
groups and individuals funded by ExxonMobil and other corporations and special in- 
terests for the express purpose of casting doubt on a robust body of climate science. 

Protecting Federal Climate Scientists 

The UCS-GAP “Atmosphere of Pressure” report brought to light numerous ways 
in which U.S. federal climate science has been filtered, suppressed, and manipulated 
in the last five years. Until this political interference ends, the United States will 
not be able to fully protect Americans and the world from the dangers of a warming 
planet. Creating systems to ensure long-term independent and accessible science 
will require the energies of the entire Federal Government. T recommend the fol- 
lowing reforms and actions: 

• Congress must act to specifically protect the rights of federal scientists to con- 
duct their work and communicate their findings without interference and pro- 
tect scientists who speak out when they see interference or suppression of 
science. 

• The Federal Government must respect the constitutional right of scientists to 
speak about any subject, including policy-related matters and those outside 
their area of expertise, so long as the scientists make it clear that they do 
so in their private capacity, and such communications do not unreasonably 
take from agency time and resources. Scientists should also be made aware 
of these rights and ensure they are exercised at their agencies. 

• Ultimate decisions about the communication of federal scientific information 
should lie with scientists themselves. While non-scientists may be helpful 
with various aspects of writing and communication, scientists must have a 
“right of last review” on agency communications related to their scientific re- 
search to ensure scientific accuracy has been maintained. 

• Pre-approval of media interviews with federal scientists by public affairs offi- 
cials should be eliminated. Scientists should not be subject to restrictions on 
media contacts beyond a policy of informing public affairs officials in advance 
of an interview and summarizing the interaction for them afterwards. Coordi- 
nating media requests with the public affairs office is reasonable, but the 
practice of public affairs officers being present at an interview, either phys- 
ically or by phone, can have a chilling effect on the free flow of scientific infor- 
mation and should not serve as a prerequisite for the approval of an inter- 
view. The UCS report provides a Model Media Policy that can be used as an 
example for federal agencies who wish to reform their policies and practices 
regarding scientific freedom and openness. 

• Federal agencies should clearly support the free exchange of scientific infor- 
mation in all venues. They should investigate and correct inappropriate poli- 
cies, practices, and incidents that threaten scientific integrity, determine how 
and why problems have occurred, and make the necessary reforms to prevent 
further incidents. 

• Funding decisions regarding climate change programs should be guided by 
scientific criteria, and must take into account the importance of long-term, 
continual climate observation programs and models. All branches of the gov- 
ernment must have access to independent scientific advice. 

Conclusion 

The actions of ExxonMobil-funded groups and federal political appointees to dis- 
tort, manipulate, and suppress climate science have helped postpone meaningful 
U.S. action to protect future generations from the worst consequences of global 
warming. The Federal Government must commit to ensuring basic scientific free- 
doms and supporting scientists in their endeavors to bring scientific results to the 
policy arena, scientific fora, and the American people. 
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Attachment A 

The six pages that comprise this attachment are excerpted from the UCS report "Smoke, 
Mirrors, and Hot Air". To view the full report and obtain citations, visit: 
http://www.uc$usa.org/g!obal_warming/science/exxonmobil>smoke-mirrors-hot.html 


Simk. Mirren, amd HmAtr | )! 


Appendix B 

Groups and Individuals Associated with 
ExxonMobil’s Disinformation Campaign 


Tab*e 1 Select ExxoftMoWI-Fundad Organiartiow Providirtg i>i»<nform«tion on Qtobal 


1 

TatolbsonMaM 


Atnca Mttw« 

taoooo 


Amanean co^iei CapAM 
I'erwMn. c>im lof Polcir 

Aaiawoi 

•1A04^ 

OnaHhad Oia VM EnoratfoH Otoraa to ACV-Cm DahMCn 1 $S0 M 9009 oam 

30to 07 tow total ovanaao to 2009 

Hrwnan Cov«<a on ScMno* 

smxxn 

EaaerAtoM donacad $1 94100 to 4CSH fi TOO* tor *dmnw cnanga aauaa ’ A SapMmoar 2009 
Mar Buanaaa Biraaw Mac ttorng AAanea Chanty Aapori oonoMaa M toa ACSH daw not 
maat to wa ■andarat tor enatoy aecwnaaaw) "» 

Awancan CnWipHoa xntalo 

si^xao 

Laaft ttoinncna«acrao<AwandCgOWbudrAtoBa.aaea<AaamanolAti’agoarqdt 

Truatoaa"* 

Amanean Fnandi «( «a 

taoAoo 

Amancan Frwnoa d ma CA laeah ad a $90000 E watoilBai deraaan a» 20M tar ‘etoraia 



ttody, Carnaia Atoawam Wawidatod, •damanwatoa haw tna naianoa cl andanea ajopcna a 
aangn. atoanoad oraartoegaa dtoei 

Arwantan lapaf 1 1 ixcnanga 
COiMl 

$1,111,7110 

OttoaimEajtonMcMgrantoWAlSC $327000 aaa apactocaty tor arrato cnarga prciaea 
ALfC raeanad $941 ,S0e In 9000 Irem EawAtoW 

Annaeeaa Camar «er Scaana^ 
Saaaa Pueac nancy 

t7e3.900 

0*9002 CaaonMeei fundi mpraaamaa acip ewTiaiai]i 20to <t War aw wpanaaa Tha 

Annapcaa Canur-t caraw «era Metadaa praaueaan of matoraii OMOOratno tha unoartoMy 
aOdui toa rwnan eonatouaon to cMH cnanga Camaw canarwtooi Saw Batooai ard 
toenard ttodun aarva ai iCtoraOc adnaora ** 

Afifona Smalinwin,, QWca 
o< OmaMtogy 

$40,900 

ThaOatoaotOfcntootoqyto Aiu racatiiaanEnonAtoMaanaBonnaooi rnmnr Oiaiq 
A racMd toa anea durmo toa ama * EwtonMoM dd not donato to any oMr etoeaa fli 
(•vaaotogy batwaan 1009 and 9009 

AMnae La«M 

SMxno 

Tha Awnac laoal Foktodtoon toad an anacaa onto on Oahad d dcnaia carararwna. lada 
Mtoca Om LiBtoaa.andPatocfcMgaato.fiauaotoKItoaEPA'adaetoOnaoanaitoa 



dvitotona batwaan 1009 and 9009 

FpiMnn 

Mao,ooo 

Aaaa Coonomc Haaaarcn Fawioaao* nean ad I99J00 «i iQOO tor a *0100* lAmaia oontoranoa 



•toanaaa tor toto ya* 

CatoMaHMa 

$109,000 

1*9009, EMtonMewhctoaiaprwwiaaipp»naimaito|09toetihawa»iiainaia 

Cvaar tar »ia Oatanaa of Ffaa 
Cnf piiaa 

$990,000 

F«Brti900lw9009.e»»craAooaiundarigaaaranaiqr»dcantparBaraaoatotoaMaai aipaniai 
0003 91to,90Ol l«»to,9009 09fM Tha wgMvwit <$130,000 n goOOriaatpacatodby 
EawraaoM tor ‘gtobto ecmaia enanoa «auaa * 

Carara lor v<a Na* Eianpa 

$1704100 

EaconMoea gave $ 1 90 OOO batvaan 9004 and 900$ to aweari toa oarcra a Gtmato cnanga 

CaMar tor «ta Shi0y a> CarOen 

$00,000 


DtaaidB and Otobal CAanga 



Cataana tor a Sok/to Economy 
EducMrat Eewtoaaon 

$300 .290 

COE tacanad $379,290 bom CaaordileW ai 3001 , an ncraMC liwn $304)00 toa yaar btoera 

COE margad «th Cmponar Amanea and baeama Fraadomwarba ai 2004 '** FraadamWtorba 
manaana Vito toa actonca to eamaaa changa • *tor tram aanad* and eaaa acraraMi BMtoi aa 

OaAa Oatomaa * 






























32 













33 


Smtkt. mJHmAtr \ Ji 


Tifii# 1 &JawmMoM*Fynif 0 <l OnMikMlkMW Providing C>l»informalion on Olohal Worming 

OOnriMO 







34 


I VMHM 


Scientific Spckecpteple AffMialed «rith luonMobU-Punded OroufM 







35 


SmO,. Minmn. 


Taeia} Sctmiific S|>ok*>»*opl« AnillalMl witti EjagoMoMI-FunM Onups cxmUnuMj 

















36 










37 


Attachment B 

Selected Excerpts from UCS Climate Survey Essay 
Responses 

The 40-question survey mailed by UCS to over 1,600 federal climate scientists fea- 
tured one essay question that allowed scientists to provide a written narrative, and 
extra space for scientists to leave additional comments. The following are excerpts 
from the essays provided, divided into five topic areas: political interference in cli- 
mate science, scientific findings misrepresented, barriers to communication, funding, 
and climate scientist are disheartened. 

“The integrity of the U.S. Federal Government elimate seienee could hest 
he improved by. . 

1. Political Interference with Climate Science 

Large numbers of federal climate scientists reported various types of interference, 
both subtle and explicit: 

National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) 

“Remembering that the civil service scientists and engineers can and should be 
an unbiased reservoir of insights into different questions with impacts across 
international economic and cultural dividing lines. Politicizing and degrading 
the integrity for which we are internationally known and respected is a dis- 
service to our country and a danger to the world. If we can’t be trusted, to give 
insights on global change and funded to do so, who in the world will do it?” 
“Keep politics out of science.” 

“Administration needs to act on the best information, not try to force the infor- 
mation to fit their desired action.” 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 

“Removing the current atmosphere where scientists who report findings truth- 
fully may face consequences if they contradict administration policies.” 

“I have never seen or expected this degree of political interference in scientific 
research. It’s appalling and unbelievable that it happens in the U.S.” 
“Eliminating political pressure from influencing science findings.” 
“De-politicizing the science, especially at the highest administrative levels of 
agencies. Protect the integrity of scientists by letting them speak, and by re- 
specting that.” 

“Remove political pressures that try to make agencies support the administra- 
tion’s agenda. Allow scientific agencies to remain nonpolitical. Allow scientific 
results to be used as scientific facts instead of political or policy statements.” 
“Policy of zero interference in the scientific process.” 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

“The perception that. . .we (climate scientists) might find and write [something 
that] might be considered controversial is a strong one that comes down from 
management. It’s not clear that there’s a real reason for it or what the con- 
sequences would be. This perception should be actively discouraged from the 
highest levels!” 

“Keeping politics out of the scientific process. I believe the line has been crossed 
between science informing public policy and policy manipulating the science 
(and trying to influence its outcome). I have personally experienced this manip- 
ulation in the area of communicating the science many times.” 

Department of Energy 

“Allowing scientists to work completely independently of current administrative 
views on the subject.” 

“No oversight of scientific quality by politicians. It should be left to peer review 
and presentations of results in scientific meetings.” 

U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 

“A scientific report will now undergo three ‘policy’ reviews and two ‘peer’ re- 
views prior to further peer-review journal reviews. This will not only slow the 
reporting of results, but the chances are that significant watering-down of re- 
sults will occur during the three ‘policy’ reviews by non-specialists.” 
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National Center for Atmospheric Research (NCAR) 

“Keeping political employee appointments completely independent of the sci- 
entific research, scientific publication, and scientific communications processes.” 

II. Scientific Findings Misrepresented 

Federal climate scientists reported that their research findings have heen changed 
by non-scientists in ways that compromise accuracy: 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 

“Not censoring scientific results.” 

“U.S. Federal Government climate science does not lack integrity. Science as- 
sessments, summaries, policy papers sometimes do lack integrity. The best way 
to improve them would be to ensure they are written by qualified scientists, not 
by political hacks.” 

Department of Agriculture (USDA) 

“It’s not the climate science per se, but how it is spun and censored by officials.” 
“Hands off by policy/communications and non-scientific staff on scientific re- 
ports. These reports should be subject to scientific and independent peer re- 
view.” 

Department of Energy 

“Not having political appointees who have no formal training in climate science 
looking over our shoulders. There should be some minimum bar before they are 
appointed. Policy should be based on sound science; results of science should not 
be diluted on suited/adjusted to justify policy. This particular Administration 
has gone beyond reasonable boundaries, on this issue.” 

National Center for Atmospheric Research 

“The unedited presentation of findings to government panels and to the public. 
It appears that funding organizations are shifting priorities away from climate 
studies to other programs deemed more important by the current administra- 
tion.” 

III. Barriers to Communication 

Agency scientists are not free to communicate their research findings to the media 
or the public: 

National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) 

“As of March 2006, there was a marked change in NASA, and I have spoken 
out freely on climate change, including a NASA-approved press release. I be- 
lieve scientists at other agencies (e.g., NOAA) still have restrictions.” 

“Allow direct and open communication between scientists and the public with- 
out prior permission, clearance, chaperones, handlers, etc.” 

“Recently a Bush appointee to the position of Public Information Officer at- 
tempted to muzzle Jim Hansen, Director of GISS. . .the NASA Administrator 
made it clear that such political meddling would not be tolerated. This was ex- 
cellent leadership at the top and set the tone for any lower echelons that may 
not otherwise have been this strong. Michael Griffin is a great improvement 
over his recent precedents.” 

“Reduced public affairs interference, review, delay, oversight.” 

“Not having White House liaisons in science related PR offices.” 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 

“Scientists should be free to communicate with the media, rather than having 
media contacts filtered by “Public Affairs” officers. This should be official policy, 
not a “wink and nod” policy.” 

“Removing all apparatchiks monitoring the controlling how scientists commu- 
nicate to the public.” 

“Allowing us to interact openly with the public.” 

“Less restrictions on publications and data output, more universal support, less 
restrictive travel/visitor policies (our honored guests are treated like criminals 
to even get in the building).” 

Department of Energy 



39 


“Not having political appointees tinker with science that is best left to the ex- 
perts. Particularly at NOAA where the Administration has gagged free ex- 
change of results.” 

“More open discussion of issues, honest assessment of data and results. The 
public does not know who to believe. Separate the “grey” results/literature from 
solid peer reviewed results and provide “what is known and not known,” not 
opinions.” 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

“Allowing scientists to communicate directly to the public and other scientists 
about critical significance of climate change. In fact, informing the public re- 
garding the truth of this issue must be encouraged and rewarded.” 

National Center for Atmospheric Research 

“From what I’ve heard, NCAR is rare among research institutes in that we are 
free to communicate our findings. This policy needs to apply to all research in- 
stitutes and all scientists should be encouraged to communicate their results to 
the public.” 

“At one point, I specifically asked my division director if there were any censor- 
ship policies at NCAR. He emphatically stated that there were none and that 
if we were ever pressured that we should contact him immediately and he 
would raise hell to eliminate the pressure.” 

rV. Inadequate Funding 

Scientists reported that inadequate funding affects their ability to do the research 
that is necessary and pertinent. 

National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) 

“I believe that climate research at NASA is being undermined by the current 
administration. This is accomplished not through direct threats of intimidation, 
but through lack of funding. Several years ago the funding focus [at NASA] was 
switched from Earth Science to solar system exploration (Moon and Mars). I be- 
lieve this was done not for solar system exploration, but rather to curtail cli- 
mate research. The emphasis needs to be switched back to Earth Science.” 
“Problems with climate research in the Federal Government mainly have to do 
with funding. Future funding at my agency is uncertain. Future climate obser- 
vational programs (crucial ones) are threatened because of lack of funds. New 
accounting rules at my agency require climate scientists to spend unreasonable 
amounts of time writing proposals, which has reduced productivity.” 

“Funding for climate research is a factor of 6-10 below critical mass to develop 
a designed climate observing system.” 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 

“Include a dedicated long-term observing program with stable funding support 
for about 30 more years. The current satellite program does not meet climate 
research needs.” 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

“I have not worked directly on climate change since funding was eliminated in 
my area. Other areas of much less importance have been emphasized as a re- 
sult. Which is a tragedy.” 

Department of Agriculture (USDA) 

“The U.S. Climate Change Science Program has not received sufficient funding 
for needed observations, monitoring, research, [and] data systems.” 

U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 

“U.S. satellite programs are in severe jeopardy. The loss of continuity in obser- 
vational satellite data will impair progress in climate science.” 

V. Climate Scientists are Disheartened 

While a large majority of respondents (88 percent) agreed with the statement, 
“U.S. Federal Government climate research is of generally excellent quality,” re- 
spondents reported decreasing job satisfaction and a worsening environment for cli- 
mate science in federal agencies: 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 

“The intrusion of politics into the field is making some (me and others) consider 
change of field or career.” 
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Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

“I am [close to] retirement and feel that I will no longer be able to use my abili- 
ties to produce scientific information of relevance to the American public. The 
last years of my career are being squandered for political reasons. I do not think 
I will be able to do any more new climate science before I retire. My goal is 
to get out the results from past research.” 

Department of Energy 

“To watch this from another agency is so demoralizing. They have virtually de- 
railed the mission of providing environmental services to the public and burnt 
billions. . .. Shocking tracking record!” 

Chairman Miller. Thank you, Dr. McCarthy. That was admi- 
rably close to five minutes. 

Mr. Maassarani. 

STATEMENT OF MR. TAREK F. MAASSARANI, STAFF 
ATTORNEY, GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY PROJECT 

Mr. Maassarani. Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member, Members of 
the Subcommittee, I thank you for this opportunity to share the 
Government Accountability Project investigation into the suppres- 
sion of scientific communication. The complete findings can be 
found in the full investigative and synthesis report entitled. Re- 
dacting the Science of Climate Change. 

This report documents how certain government policies and prac- 
tices have increasingly restricted the flow of politically-inconven- 
ient scientific information the emerges from taxpayer-funded cli- 
mate change research. These restrictions have affected the media’s 
ability to report on the science, decision-maker’s capacity to re- 
spond with appropriate policies, and the public’s grasp of an envi- 
ronmental issue with profound consequences for our future. 

As lead investigator I conducted more than 40 interviews with 
climate scientists and government officials representing inside per- 
spectives from numerous agencies. I reviewed thousands of pages 
of documentation obtained from Freedom of Information Act disclo- 
sures, as well as public and internal agency sources. I also exam- 
ined more than 100 published news articles and Congressional doc- 
uments. 

The investigation identified policies and practices requiring tight 
control of media communications, which resulted in the delay and 
denial of media requests and press releases. This considerably re- 
duced scientists’ opportunities to communicate the results of their 
research to the public. In one instance a national oceananic and at- 
mospheric administration scientist complained that the prior rate 
of one media request every two to three weeks had slowed to one 
every two to three months as a result of new pre-approval require- 
ments. In another instance a NASA scientist witnessed his press 
release on climate change edited to minimize its media impact be- 
fore it was approved. In yet another instance a scientist described 
how on three separate occasions what he referred to as a minder, 
flew from Washington, D.C., to Hawaii and Boulder to monitor his 
interviews. With such editing, denials, delays, and monitoring, 
some scientists have given up trying to issue press releases or even 
pursue media contacts. 

The restrictions referred to in our report have increased steadily, 
albeit unevenly over time, often in response to upcoming elections, 
the publication of controversial studies, hurricane seasons, and 
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most notably, the landfall of Hurricane Katrina. Furthermore, re- 
strictive policies and practices are characterized by internal incon- 
sistencies and a lack of transparency about where decisions to re- 
strict communications are being made, according to what criteria, 
and why. 

It appears that signals from executive offices such as the Council 
on Environmental Quality are channeled to political appointees 
and politically-aligned civil servants at lower-level press and policy 
offices. These directives largely take place off the record, frequently 
deviating from the written guidelines, and involving individuals 
with few scientific qualifications. Whether these restrictive commu- 
nication policies and practices have caused overt and well-pub- 
licized incidents or have acted by more subtle processes, their effect 
has been to misrepresent and under-represent the scientific knowl- 
edge generated by federal climate science agencies. 

In some case the policies and practices represent institutional- 
ized constitutional and statutory infringements of federal employ- 
ees’ free speech and whistleblower rights. In most cases they un- 
dermine the government’s inherent obligation to freely disseminate 
the results of publicly-funded research. 

To address the problems the Government Accountability Project 
recommends that Congress enact legislation to insure federal free 
speech rights and extend whistleblower protections. GAP lauds 
H.R. 985 recently passed by the House and urges it to be expanded 
to cover all employees conducting federally-funded scientific, tech- 
nical, or other professional research. 

The report also presents an extensive set of recommendations for 
agencies to insure the integrity of media. Congressional, profes- 
sional, and public communications. Congress should consider what 
legislative action is needed to help agencies in this regard. 

Finally, GAP asked Congress to strengthen its essential over- 
sight functions with regard to the integrity of communications 
about scientific research and to insure that objective and inde- 
pendent science is the basis for policy-making. 

Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Maassarani follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Tarek F. Maassarani 


Introduction 

Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member, Members of the Subcommittee. I thank you for 
the opportunity to share the findings of my investigative report. Until recently, I 
served as full-time staff attorney and investigator for the Government Account- 
ability Project, the Nation’s leading whistleblower defense and advocacy organiza- 
tion. In February 2006, prompted by the well-publicized concerns of Dr. James Han- 
sen and Rick Piltz, GAP initiated an in-depth investigation to determine the extent 
of political interference with federal climate research and the dissemination of sci- 
entific information. 

The investigation found no incidents of direct interference with climate change re- 
search. Instead, unduly restrictive policies and practices were found to occur largely 
in the communication of “sensitive” scientific information to the media, the public, 
and Congress. The effect of these restrictive communications policies and practices 
has been to misrepresent and under-represent the teixpayer-funded scientific knowl- 
edge generated by federal climate science agencies and programs. The bottom line 
is, we need the government to be stimulating, not undermining, an informed public 
debate on important scientific subjects, including climate change. We have included 
for your consideration a number of recommendations for the Administration and the 
Congress that would help achieve this goal. 
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The GAP Investigation 

The GAP investigation focused primarily on the effects of restrictive Federal Gov- 
ernment policies and practices, especially those applied to control communications 
from particular employees on “sensitive” aspects of climate science. The investiga- 
tion also addressed government efforts to control the communication of scientific cli- 
mate-related information to Congress, the scientific community, and the public. The 
complete findings have heen incorporated into my investigative and synthesis re- 
port, Redacting the Science of Climate Change. 

As lead investigator, I conducted more than 40 interviews with climate scientists, 
communications officers, agency and program officials, and journalists. These 
sources — hoth named and confidential — represented inside perspectives from the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration (NASA), Climate Change Science Program (CCSP), Envi- 
ronmental Protection Agency (EPA), United States Geological Survey, and National 
Center for Atmospheric Research, as well as local, national, and international 
media. 

In addition to interviews, I have reviewed thousands of pages of documentation 
obtained from Freedom of Information Act disclosures, as well as public and internal 
agency sources. I also reviewed more than 100 published news articles and more 
than three dozen congressional documents including reports, testimonies, and ques- 
tions for the record. 

Overview 

A perception of inappropriate political interference is widespread among employ- 
ees of the federal climate science agencies and programs, as well as among journal- 
ists from national, mainstream outlets who cover their research. This perception is 
substantiated by evidence from inside sources, scientists’ personal testimonies, jour- 
nalists, and document disclosures. 

My report demonstrates how policies and practices have increasingly restricted 
the flow of scientific information emerging from publicly-funded climate change re- 
search. This has affected the media’s ability to report on the science, public officials’ 
capacity to respond with appropriate policies, and the public’s grasp of an environ- 
mental issue with profound consequences for our future. 

The investigation found no incidents of direct interference with conducting climate 
change research. Instead, unduly restrictive policies and practices were found that 
affected the communication of “sensitive” scientific information to the media, the 
public, and Congress. In this context, the term “sensitive scientific information” is 
meant to signify science that is seen as leading to conclusions that call into question 
existing policy positions or objectives and includes, for example, some of the re- 
search dealing with the effects of climate change or greenhouse gases on hurricanes, 
sea levels, ice sheets, glaciers, marine life, polar bears, the water supply, and 
human society. 

Media Communications 

A review of the media policies and agency practices controlling the communication 
of scientific information at NASA, NOAA, and other agencies, demonstrated the fol- 
lowing: 

• Agency media policies and practices required scientists to obtain pre-approval 
from public affairs headquarters following an initial media request before pro- 
ceeding with an interview. Likewise, press releases and press conferences also 
required high-level clearance. 

• At times, media policies and practices mandated that scientists forward all 
relevant requests to a press officer who would then route the interview to 
other scientists or restrict the topics that could be discussed. 

• Agency directives asked scientists to provide anticipated media questions and 
their expected answers prior to the interview. 

• Finally, press officers frequently monitored interviews over conference call or 
in person. In one instance, a press officer flew out on two separate occasions 
from Washington, DC, to Hawaii, then Boulder, to monitor two interviews 
with one scientist. 

As a result, scientists lost a considerable number of opportunities to communicate 
the results of their research to the public due to delay or denial of interviews and/ 
or press releases held up during a clearance process. In one instance, a NOAA sci- 
entist complained that the prior rate of one media request every two to three weeks 
had slowed to one every two to three months as a result of new pre-approval re- 
quirements. In another instance, a NASA scientist witnessed his press release on 
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climate change edited to minimize its media impact before it was approved. With 
such denials, or delays of more than two-weeks, some scientists have given up try- 
ing to release them. Others feel discouraged from pursuing media contacts. 

The investigation has demonstrated that these restrictive policies and practices 
have increased steadily, albeit unevenly, over time. In 2001, there were only a few 
isolated instances of mandatory pre-approval at NOAA, while most labs enjoyed a 
simple “notice and recap” policy in which only prior notification of public affairs and 
a subsequent follow-up are required. Similarly, NASA’s policy did not require pre- 
approval. At NOAA, public affairs offices then implemented clearance requirements 
following the release of a hurricane season outlook in 2002 and a report by Ocean 
Commission in 2004. In June 2004, NOAA issued a written media policy that codi- 
fied a number of these prior practices. Although some NOAA laboratories continued 
to operate largely by “notice and recap,” pre-approval was required for certain “hot 
button” issues and scientists, such as one researcher who had recently published his 
findings from a modeling study of the relationship between hurricanes and climate 
change. Public affairs required his interviews to be monitored. 

In the weeks leading up to the 2004 presidential election, a regional EPA office 
issued a pre-approval directive and NASA scientists experienced numerous “dis- 
appearances” of press releases. In 2006, a year of record-setting global tempera- 
tures, politically-appointed senior management at NASA public affairs headquarters 
implemented an unwritten practice of requiring their special pre-approval for media 
requests and press releases concerning “warming,” “melting,” or “glaciers.” A mid- 
level press officer recalls these officials conferring with the White House Office of 
Science and Technology Policy and pressuring him to suppress the media commu- 
nications under the pretext of some “excuse.” 

At NOAA, a reminder of the media policy was again disseminated to certain agen- 
cy laboratories at the start of the 2005 hurricane season and then again after the 
publication of a controversial study linking increased hurricanes activity and cli- 
mate change. NOAA first widely publicized its media policy throughout its research 
branches following Hurricane Katrina. At around this time, documents began to re- 
veal that media inquiries were required to obtain clearance from the Department 
of Commerce and the White House Council on Environmental Quality. Media con- 
tacts with a NOAA researcher that disputed a connection between hurricanes and 
climate change were given preference over those with another researcher whose 
models suggested a link. NOAA also posted an article on its website claiming an 
agency-wide consensus against the link. 

In early January of 2006, NOAA issued implementation protocols for the 2004 
media policy, as well as a press release review process flow sheet. The implementa- 
tion protocols explicitly require pre-approval for press releases and the drafting of 
prospective answers to anticipated questions, as well as routing for media requests. 
The press release flow sheet included the Department of Commerce in its 13-stage 
review process. In June 2006, an EPA scientist studying sea level rise and coastal 
erosion was required to route all media requests to his public affairs office. 

Public and Congressional Communications 

Interference with scientific communications to the public and Congress included 
inappropriate editing, delay, and suppression of reports and other printed and on- 
line material. For example, following its 2001 publication, senior officials prohibited 
all references to the CCSP’s congressionally-mandated National Assessment of the 
Potential Consequences of Climate Variability and Change from websites, discus- 
sions, and subsequent assessment reports. The Administration similarly disowned 
the 2002 U.S. Climate Action Report, prepared by the EPA as a requirement of the 
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change. 

In September 2002, the Administration removed a section on climate change from 
the EPA’s annual air pollution report, even though the topic had been discussed in 
the report in each of the preceding five years. Then in June 2003, the EPA removed 
an entire chapter on climate change after the White House had tried to so substan- 
tially alter its contents that leaving it in would compromise the credibility of the 
agency. 

Similarly for websites, the EPA’s Global Warming website, actively updated prior 
to 2002, saw little if any activity for nearly four years. At about the same time that 
the EPA website was revived, the State Department website was altered to hide 
much of its climate-related materials. Although the Communications Interagency 
Working Group CCSP is mandated to prepare numerous informational products for 
the public on climate change research, its website has uploaded only a handful of 
materials since 2004. 
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Conclusions 

Political interference is top-down. Directives and signals from executive offices 
such as the Council on Environmental Quality, the Office of Management and Budg- 
et, and the Office of Science and Technology Policy are channeled through political 
appointees and younger politically-aligned career civil servants at lower-level press 
and policy offices. These channels of communications largely take place off the 
record, frequently deviating from written policy guidelines and involving individuals 
with few scientific qualifications. Whereas low-level agency and program support 
staff are typically sympathetic to the scientists and their science, as one scientist 
noted, “the closer you get to Washington, the more hostile [they are to the science].” 
Senior managers have been aware of the perception and incidents of interference 
longer than they have attempted to address them. Often, they may be conforming 
to pressures from above to downplay politically-inconvenient science. 

The restrictive communications policies and practices discussed here are largely 
characterized by internal inconsistencies, ambiguity, and a lack of transparency. 
They send a chilling signal to federal employees, including scientists and public af- 
fairs officers, that further freeze the flow of information. 

Whether these restrictive communications policies and practices have 
precipitated overt and, often, well-publicized incidents or have acted by 
more subtle processes, their effect has been to misrepresent and under-rep- 
resent the taxpayer-funded scientific knowledge generated by federal cli- 
mate science agencies and programs. In some cases, the policies and prac- 
tices constitute systematic, institutionalized constitutional and statutory 
infringements of the federal climate science employees’ free speech and 
whistleblower rights. In most cases, the policies and practices undermine 
the government’s inherent obligation to disseminate the results of publicly- 
funded research. 

Increased congressional and media attention on political suppression and inter- 
ference with climate science communication has led to statements of commitment 
to scientific openness by Administration officials and a loosening of communication 
policies and their application. This pressure has led to actual or anticipated reforms, 
as well as improved morale, at NASA and NOAA, though institutional problems and 
policy weaknesses remain (See, e.g., GAP’s memorandum to NASA scientists, en- 
closed as Attachment 1). Even in rhetoric, the reform movement has largely missed 
ongoing problems at EPA and CCSP. 

Recommendations 

GAP recommends that the executive branch and all federal agencies supporting 
climate change research: 

• Implement a clear and transparent “notice and recap” media policy in which 
only a prior notification to public affairs and a subsequent follow-up are re- 
quired. Correspondingly, eliminate mandatory pre-approval for media con- 
tacts, selective routing of media requests, drafting of anticipated questions 
and answers by scientists prior to interviews, and monitoring of media com- 
munications. 

• Develop a transparent communications policy at the Climate Change Science 
Program (CCSP) and streamline the approval process for CCSP products and 
communications. 

• Reaffirm and educate federal employees about their right to speak on any 
subject so long as they make clear that they are expressing their personal 
views and do not use government time and resources — with the important 
proviso that no restrictions apply when federal employees are exercising their 
whistleblower rights to disclose unclassified information that is reasonably 
believed to evidence illegality, gross waste, gross mismanagement, abuse of 
power, or substantial and specific danger to public health or safety. 

• Bring media policies into compliance with the Anti-Gag Statute, the Whistle- 
blower Protection Act, the Lloyd-Lafollette Act for communications with Con- 
gress, and related provisions. 

• Ensure the timely and pro-active coordination of press releases and media 
contacts so as to promote rather than limit the flow of information. 

• Ensure that content editing and scientific quality control remain with quali- 
fied scientists and the peer-review process. 

• Reaffirm and educate federal employees on their right to review any final 
draft that is to be published under their name or that substantially references 
their research. 
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• Establish accountability procedures that increase transparency and provide 
for internal reporting of undue interference with science. 

• Investigate and correct inappropriate policies, practices, and incidents such as 
those described in this report. 

GAP recommends that Congress: 

• Enact legislation that extends federal free speech and whistleblower rights to 
all employees conducting federally-funded scientific, technical, or other profes- 
sional research, whether the employee is part of the civil service, a contractor, 
grant recipient, or receives taxpayer support in any other manner. 

• Ensure that objective and independent science is the basis for policy-making. 

• Strengthen its essential oversight functions with regard to the integrity of 
communications about scientific research. 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Climate Scientists 

From: Government Accountability Project 

Re: Analysis of NASA’s Recently Released Media Policy 

The Government Accountability Project (GAP) is issuing advisory comments on 
NASA’s new media policy that it released yesterday, March 30. The new policy came 
in response to public outcry over NASA’s suppression of climate science research in- 
consistent with the Bush Administration’s political agenda. NASA is touting the de- 
velopment as a free-speech breakthrough for agency scientists. 

GAP identified the areas in which the new policy is an improvement: 

• NASA Administrator Michael Griffin’s reassuring rhetoric is of symbolic 
value, demonstrating official respect for scientific freedom. 

• The new media policy does not cover scientific reports, web postings, or pro- 
fessional dialogue such as at conferences, allowing scientists to share informa- 
tion with their colleagues without going through public affairs political ap- 
pointees. 

• The policy officially recognizes the free speech right for scientists to express 
their “personal views” when they make clear that their statements are not 
being made on behalf of NASA. 

However, in six critical areas the new policy falls short of genuine scientific free- 
dom and accountability, and potentially undermines the positive guarantees: 

• While recognizing the existence of a “personal views” exception, the policy 
doesn’t announce the circumstances when that right cancels out conflicting re- 
strictions, which are phrased in absolute terms applying to contexts such as 
“any activities” with significant media potential. This leaves a cloud of uncer- 
tainty that translates into a chilling effect for scientists. 

• The policy fails to comply with the legally-mandated requirements of the 
Anti-Gag Statute to explicitly include notice that the Whistleblower Protection 
Act and Lloyd-Lafollette Act (for congressional communications) limit and su- 
persede its restrictions. 

• The policy institutionalizes prior restraint censorship through “review and 
clearance by appropriate officials” for “all NASA employees” involved in “pre- 
paring and issuing” public information. This means that scientists can be 
censored and will need advance permission from the “appropriate” official be- 
fore anything can be released. 

• The policy defies the WPA by requiring prior approval for all whistleblower 
disclosures that are “Sensitive But Unclassified” (SBU). The legal definition 
of SBU is broad and vague, to the point that it can he interpreted to sweep 
in virtually anything. The WPA only permits that restriction for classified 
documents or those whose public release is specifically banned by statute. 

• The policy bans employees’ free speech and WPA rights to make anonymous 
disclosures, requiring them to work with NASA public affairs “prior to releas- 
ing information” or “engaging in any activities or events. . .that have the po- 
tential to generate significant media or public interest or inquiry.” 

• The policy gives NASA the power to control the timing of all disclosures, 
which means scientists can be gagged until the information is dated and the 
need for the public to know about critical scientific findings has passed. 

In December of last year, NASA climatologist Dr. James Hansen was threatened 
with “dire consequences” by a political appointee for statements he made about the 
consequences of climate change. According to GAP’s legal director, Tom Devine, 
“Under this so-called reform. Dr. Hansen would still be in danger of ‘dire con- 
sequences’ for sharing his research, although that threat is what sparked the new 
policy in the first place. The new policy violates the Whistleblower Protection Act, 
the Anti-Gag Statute, and the law protecting communications with Congress, the 
Lloyd-Lafollette Act. The loopholes are not innocent mistakes or oversights. GAP ex- 
tensively briefed the agency lawyer on these requirements, who insisted he under- 
stood them fully. NASA is intentionally defying the good government anti-secrecy 
laws.” 

Chairman Miller. Thank you, Mr. Maassarani. Mr. Kueter. 
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STATEMENT OF MR. JEFF KUETER, PRESIDENT, GEORGE C. 

MARSHALL INSTITUTE 

Mr. Kueter. Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee, I ap- 
preciate the opportunity to appear before you today. I am Jeff 
Kueter, President of the George Marshall Institute, a non-profit or- 
ganization focused on improving the comprehension of important 
scientific and technical issues by the public, the media, and policy- 
makers. We study environmental and national security topics, with 
a particular emphasis on climate change, ballistic missile defense, 
and space security. 

I am here today because of our concern about the character of 
the climate change debate and efforts to discredit the reputation of 
people who do not share the view that we face an impending cli- 
mate crisis. These efforts are inconsistent with the principles of 
science, sound policy-making, and the advancement of knowledge, 
as well as our principles of free speech and association. Healthy de- 
bate is an engine for progress and change. 

Our climate is a complex, chaotic system. We have learned a 
great deal about how it operates but our knowledge is far from 
complete. Global temperatures have increased over the past 50 or 
100 years, human activities contribute to that warming, and ac- 
tions to adjust that legitimate risk are appropriate. Nevertheless, 
the inter-governmental panel on climate change in the National 
Academy of Sciences document many important gaps in our under- 
standing of critical climate processes and identifies significant gaps 
in the observational data. The current debate is not over what is 
scientific fact. It is over interpretations of analyses, the quality of 
data, professional judgments, and the confidence that can be placed 
in climate models. That the IPCC for example, reached one conclu- 
sion does not make that a fact. Reasonable people can reach dif- 
ferent conclusions about the extent of human influence on climate 
and the range of potential future impacts as the National Academy 
has done, as well as the range of public policy choices. Discussing 
these different interpretations is not misleading the public, nor is 
it providing inaccurate impressions as has been alleged. To charge 
otherwise is tantamount to saying that the prevailing views should 
never be challenged. The history of science is replete with examples 
where the prevailing view was overtaken by new information. Sig- 
nificant uncertainty is not an obstacle to action, it is a signal for 
caution and flexibility. 

In considering the current debate, several other factors deserve 
recognition. First, all the participants in policy-making have pref- 
erences, interests, and objectives that color the interpretation of 
often-tentative scientific results. Conclusions drawn from incom- 
plete science are more a reflection of individual preferences than 
the weight of scientific evidence. All participants in the climate de- 
bate use the media to frame issues in ways that are favorable to 
their preferred positions, but the media is criticized for including 
the views of so-called skeptics and their reporting. The media’s role 
is to inform, not to judge by censoring. Reporters should not be 
criticized for including diverse views. Instead, critical analyses of 
all sides should be encouraged. Claims that this confuses rather 
than informs presumes a certainty of foresight that simply does not 
exist. 
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Secondly, alleged political interference is claimed to be unique. 
Our book, Politicizing Science, documents numerous examples of 
the damaging intersection of science and politics. Further, those 
who claim the current situation is somehow different should be- 
come familiar with the story of Dr. Will Happer, the Marshall In- 
stitute’s Chairman. Early in the Clinton-Gore Administration Dr. 
Happer, then head of the Department of Energy’s Office of Science, 
questioned the Vice President’s views on climate change and ozone 
depletion. Despite his scientific credentials, he was summarily dis- 
missed at Gore’s request. 

Third, in today’s debate evidence of a financial tie is often suffi- 
cient to condemn without proof that views, opinions, or conclusions 
were altered in any way. Arguments about funding bias rest on the 
assumption that funders demand results that are solely consistent 
with their views and interests. It also assumes that integrity and 
objectivity are always for sale. Unfortunately, this claim is fre- 
quently repeated without rigorous evaluation or evidence to sup- 
port it. 

Let me be clear. No grant to the Institute is contingent on sup- 
port for a specific point of view or conclusion. Our views on climate 
change long predate any support by any corporate entity. Neverthe- 
less, the Institute is cited as an example of an institution propa- 
gating misinformation and confusion at the behest of corporate sup- 
port. The Union of Concerned Scientists’ January, 2007, report and 
its accompanying press release single us out for close scrutiny. In 
its references to the Institute, the UCS makes basic factual errors 
and fails to deal with, and fails to challenge the substance of our 
work, and my written testimony documents those areas in detail. 

Often overlooked in this discussion is the critical dependence of 
the American scientific enterprise on federal funding. The pursuit 
of that funding can generate unwelcome pressures to conform to 
prevailing beliefs. Studies of organizations and bureaucracy re- 
vealed the existence of distinct agendas and preferences that guide 
actions, and in the case of grant-making organizations, the rela- 
tionships that they enter into. 

If funding alone invariably affects findings and opinions, then 
what should we make of the significantly-greater amount spent by 
foundations and the Federal Government? For the period 2000, 
2002, private foundations conservatively spent 35 to $50 million 
each year on climate-related projects. Such projects accounted for 
over 25 percent of the three-year total reported grants and con- 
tributions received by 10 of the top 20 institutions. At the same 
time the Federal Government provides two to $4 million each year 
for climate change research and related environmental sciences. In 
the field of atmospheric sciences, for example, federally-funded 
R&D accounts for more than 80 percent of the total expenditures 
for nearly one-half of the top 30 institutions in the five-year period 
we surveyed. 

Who funds an organization or individual scientist or who they as- 
sociate with is less relevant than the quality of their work. This 
point was made crystal clear more than a decade ago when Ted 
Koppel rejected Vice President Gore’s efforts to discredit climate 
scientists on his program. Night Line. Koppel observed, “There is 
some irony in the fact that Vice President Gore is resorting to polit- 



49 


ical means to achieve what should ultimately he resolved on a 
purely scientific basis. The issues of global warming and ozone de- 
pletion are undeniably important, but the issues have to be debated 
and settled on scientific grounds, not politics.” There is nothing 
new about major institutions seeking to influence science to their 
own ends. The measure of good science is neither the politics of the 
scientist nor the people with whom the scientist associates. It is the 
immersion of hypotheses into the acid of truth. That is the hard 
way to do it, but it is the only way that works. That philosophy 
should guide this debate today. 

Thank you for the opportunity to be here. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Kueter follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Jeff Kueter 

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Ranking Member, and Members of the Subcommittee, I appre- 
ciate the opportunity to appear before you today. I am Jeff Kueter, President of the 
George C. Marshall Institute. The George Marshall Institute (GMI) is a 501(c)(3) 
non-profit organization founded in 1984, focused on how science is used in making 
public policy. The Institute’s analyses are designed to improve the comprehension 
of the public, the media, and policy-makers of important scientific and technical 
issues and help them distinguish between opinion and scientific fact so that deci- 
sions on public policy issues can be based on solid, factual information, rather than 
opinion or unproven hypotheses. We publish reports and host roundtables and work- 
shops. Our activities focus on environmental and national security topics, with a 
particular emphasis on ballistic missile defense and space security. 

With respect to climate change and its public policy ramifications, the Institute’s 
position, held for nearly 20 years, is that distinguishing human influence from nat- 
ural variability is not sufficiently understood and that many uncertainties about 
critical climate processes require resolution before an adequate understanding is es- 
tablished for projecting future climate changes. Statements that greenhouse gases 
are accumulating in the atmosphere as a result of human activity, that they con- 
tribute to warming, that the temperature has increased in the past 50 and 100 
years and that humans influence climate only tell us the obvious. The plain facts 
are that we do not know how much human activity is influencing the climate and 
cannot know what temperature or climate will be 50 or 100 years from now. The 
Marshall Institute has long held the position that climate policy should be related 
to our state of knowledge. We have documented policy actions that satisfy that 
standard.^ However, many proposed actions based on the belief of an impending cli- 
mate catastrophe are not consistent with our state of knowledge. 

Censorship, the Pursuit of Consensus, and Mispereeptions About Climate 
Science 

It is, indeed, unfortunate that we are here today discussing calls to effectively si- 
lence debate on climate science. The censorship of voices that challenge and provoke 
is antithetical to liberty and contrary to the traditions and values of free societies. 
That such calls are now coming from venerable scientific societies, such as Britain’s 
Royal Society,^ and U.S. public policy institutes is disturbing and should raise con- 
cerns worldwide about the intentions of those seeking to silence honest debate and 
discussion of our most challenging environmental issue — climate change. 

The foundation of science, as well as its contributions to the betterment of man- 
kind, is based on skepticism and debate. Schools teach that science is the clash of 
ideas, sharpened by data and observation, and subject to revision and reversal. Po- 


1 National Research Council, Climate Change Science: An Analysis of Some Key Questions. 
(Washington, D.C.: National Academy Press, 2001); Committee on Global Change Research, Na- 
tional Research Council, Global Environmental Change: Research Pathways for the Next Decade 
(National Academy Press: Washington, D.C., 1999), 127-129; J.T. Houghton et al.. Climate 
Change 2001: The Scientific Basis; Contribution of Working Group I to the Third Assessment Re- 
port of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge University 
Press, 2001), 698; James Schlesinger et al. Climate Science and Policy: Making the Connection 
(Washington, D.C.: George Marshall Institute, 2001); and William O’Keefe and Jeff Kueter, Cli- 
mate Models: A Primer (Washington, D.C.: George Marshall Institute, 2005). 

2 James Schlesinger and Robert Sproull, Climate Science and Policy: Making the Connection 
(Washington, D.C.: George Marshall Institute, 2002). 

3 Bob Ward, “Royal Society Letter to Nick Thomas, Esso UK Limited,” September 4, 2006. 
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litical discourse rests on the principle that all voices have the right to be heard and 
that any person is free to associate with whomever they so choose. Science demands 
those freedoms and scientists ought to embrace them. 

The effort to promote and assert a ‘consensus’ on climate change science subverts 
the basic principles of science and is reaching the point where the very freedoms 
on which science depends are now in jeopardy — not through action of government 
but by scientists themselves. 

Yet, a careful and thoughtful examination of this issue plainly reveals that the 
debate is not about science. It is about different interpretations of studies and data 
when different assumptions and models are used. There is a major distinction be- 
tween interpretation of data and established, verifiable facts. Much of what is put 
forward as fact are interpretations of data and the projections of climate models 
which have not been scientifically validated and which are driven more by assump- 
tions than extensive observational data and measurements. In a free society, policy- 
makers and the public are free to judge such interpretations and the weight of evi- 
dence that supports them. 

It is suggested that the guarded language of serious scientific dialogue is being 
mischaracterized as vagueness and uncertainty as part of an intentional campaign 
to misguide the public. In fact, the drive to end discussion on climate change is a 
mischaracterization of what the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
(IPCC) said in its Third Assessment Report about uncertainties, as well as state- 
ments from the National Academy of Sciences (NAS). As the IPCC, the NAS, and 
the U.S. Climate Science Strategic Plan, which has been endorsed by the NAS, 
clearly demonstrate, there are many critical uncertainties in our understanding of 
the climate system. Until these uncertainties are reduced and our understanding of 
the climate system is greater, reasonable people and organizations can reach dif- 
ferent conclusions about the extent of human influence on climate and potential fu- 
ture impacts. It is puzzling, therefore, that the American public should be told that 
there is nothing more to know about the human relationship with climate. 

For example, in addressing the effect of human activities, a National Research 
Council (NRC) review reveals numerous qualifications and assumptions: 

“Because of the large and still uncertain level of natural variability inherent in 
the climate record and the uncertainties in the time histories of the various 
forcing agents (and particularly aerosols), a causal linkage between the buildup 
of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere and the observed climate changes during 
the 20th century cannot be unequivocally established. The fact that the mag- 
nitude of the observed warming is large in comparison to natural variability as 
simulated in climate models is suggestive of such a linkage, but it does not con- 
stitute proof of one because the model simulations could be deficient in natural 
variability on the decadal to century time scale.” 

There is little question that human activities, activities which raise people from 
poverty, allow rising living standards and improve human society, have had an in- 
fluence on the climate. The question is to what extent and how strongly. As the 
quote above shows, this is not a settled matter. 

Further, the Executive Summary of Working Group I, Chapter 12 of the IPCC’s 
Third Assessment Report contains the following lengthy statement about uncertain- 
ties: 

“A number of important uncertainties remain. These include: 

• Discrepancies between the vertical profile of temperature change in the 
troposphere seen in observations and models. These have been reduced 
as more realistic forcing histories have been used in models, although not 
fully resolved. Also, differences between observed surface and lower-tro- 
pospheric trends over the last two decades cannot be fully reproduced by 
model simulations. 

• Large uncertainties in estimates of internal climate variability from mod- 
els and observations, though as noted above, these are unlikely (bor- 
dering on very unlikely) to be large enough to nullify the claim that a 
detectable climate change has taken place. 

• Considerable uncertainty in the reconstruction of solar and volcanic forc- 
ing which are based on proxy or limited observational data for all but the 
last two decades. Detection of the influence of greenhouse gases on cli- 


^ Committee on the Science of Climate Change, National Research Council, Climate Change 
Science: An Analysis of Some Key Questions (Washington, D.C.: National Research Council, 
2001), 17. 
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mate appears to be robust to possible amplification of the solar forcing 
by ozone/solar or solar/cloud interactions, provided these do not alter the 
pattern or time dependence of the response to solar forcing. Amplification 
of the solar signal by these processes, which are not yet included in mod- 
els, remains speculative. 

• Large uncertainties in anthropogenic forcing are associated with the ef- 
fects of aerosols. The effects of some anthropogenic factors, including or- 
ganic carbon, black carbon, biomass aerosols, and changes in land use, 
have not been included in detection and attribution studies. Estimates of 
the size and geographic pattern of the effects of these forcing vary consid- 
erably, although individually their global effects are estimated to be rel- 
atively small. 

• Large differences in the response of different models to the same forcing. 
These differences, which are often greater that the difference in response 
in the same model with and without aerosol effects, highlight the large 
uncertainties in climate change prediction and the need to quantify un- 
certainty and reduce it through better observational data sets and model 
improvement.” ® 

There is nothing in our ongoing review of the new IPCC assessment to suggest 
major changes in these uncertainties. 

The referenced uncertainties are important in considering both the detection and 
attribution of climate change. Detection of climate change is the ability to say, with 
some degree of confidence, that the climate has changed. Attribution of climate 
change is the ability to say, with some degree of confidence, why the climate has 
changed. There is little question that in many parts of the world there has been 
a detectable change in climate in the last century. The IPCC authors are correct 
in saying that this change can be identified despite the large uncertainties in esti- 
mates of internal variability. However, attribution is a more difficult problem, and 
the high level of uncertainty gives us reason to question the certainty of the IPCC’s 
conclusion. 

In summarizing their review of the state of science, the National Research Council 
used highly qualified and nuanced language which further supports our position 
that the question of human attribution is far from settled. The NRC stated: 

“The changes observed over the last several decades are likely mostly due to 
human activities, but we cannot rule out that some significant part of these 
changes is also a reflection of natural variability. . .. Because there is consider- 
able uncertainty in current understanding of how the climate system varies nat- 
urally and reacts to emissions of greenhouse gases and aerosols, current esti- 
mates of the magnitude of future warming should be regarded as tentative and 
subject to future adjustments (either upward or downward).® 

If anything, the prevailing view is that we are not able to answer many signifi- 
cant questions about climate change and, at this point, the evidence available is 
“suggestive” but does not “constitute proof” 

It is important to recognize that these statements are solely the product of the 
scientists who participated in the process and those representatives of government 
assigned to produce the summary reports. Scientists have declined to participate in 
the process, citing its overt biases or unwillingness to commit the time and effort 
demanded. The failure to give adequate recognition to uncertainty and to reasonable 
interpretations of its impact on climate models and public policy contributes greatly 
to the contentiousness in the current debate. Further, expert analytical judgments 
are subjective and tentative. As the recent debate over the paleoclimate temperature 
history has plainly revealed, analytical studies are subject to numerous and some- 
times substantial questions that alter their conclusions significantly. Expert judg- 
ment is not science and neither is the output of models that have been calibrated 
but not validated. The fact that a range of possible climate futures result from run- 
ning a single scenario through the models relied on by the IPCC make it clear that 
the science is not settled and that there is room for differences of opinion and de- 
bate. 

Nevertheless, as is shown, the statements themselves detail numerous significant 
uncertainties. That the participants in the IPCC, for example, reached one conclu- 
sion does not make that a fact. Fair minded people can reach other conclusions, as 
the National Research Council did when it concluded that “current estimates of the 


Houghton et al., Climate Change 2001, http://www.grida.no/cliniate/ipcc_tar/wgl/442.htm. 
National Research Council, Climate Change Science, 1. 
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magnitude of future warming should be regarded as tentative and subject to future 
adjustments (either upward or downward).” 

Providing a different interpretation about available data and understanding is not 
misleading the public nor is it providing inaccurate or misleading impressions. To 
charge otherwise is tantamount to saying that a prevailing view should never be 
challenged. The history of science is replete with examples of where the prevailing 
view was overtaken by new information. We once believed that Pluto was a planet 
and generations learned of it in that context. Yet, with the expansion of knowledge 
and sophistication of techniques, we learned that we were wrong and now Pluto is 
no longer a planet. Eugenics was once supported by the best minds in the Nation 
before persistence discredited it. Lysenkoism severely damaged Russian agriculture 
and did great damage to the fields of biology and genetics before it was rejected. 

Expressions of doubt — skepticism — about aspects of climate science and projec- 
tions of future impacts are claimed by some to hinder sound policy. Significant un- 
certainty is not an obstacle to action. It is a signal for caution and flexibility. 

Politics and Science: A Permanently Politicized Relationship? 

Politics and science are intrinsically related. As scientific and technical matters 
have become more influential on matters of public policy and the financing of the 
scientific enterprise become dependent on the Federal Government, there are strong 
pressures exerted on science and scientists. All the participants in policy-making — 
politicians, bureaucracies, public policy institutes, industry, the media, and sci- 
entists — have their own preferences, interests, and objectives. These decidedly dif- 
ferent views and preferences color the interpretation of often tentative scientific re- 
sults and the conclusions drawn about the science may be more a reflection of the 
preferences of the viewer than the science. 

Some politicians are inclined to focus on scientific results that support their policy 
preferences. Similarly, some scientists tailor their research and slant interpretations 
as a way to curry favor, gain funding, and enhance recognition of their work. Most 
do not engage in such behaviors and instead act honestly and with integrity. 

Scientists, politicians, and public policy institutes regularly use the media to 
frame public policy issues in ways that are favorable to their preferred positions. 
While some see this as informing the public, it can be nothing more than clear ma- 
nipulation. This tactic is effective because of what the late historian Daniel Boorstin 
saw as a growing gap between what an informed citizen can know and should 
know.^ Information overload and the trend toward “sound bites” have produced cir- 
cumstances where citizens have lost their capacity for skepticism. Reality often is 
now measured against created images instead of the reverse. 

The media is also criticized for including the views of the so-called skeptics in 
their reporting. The media’s role, of course, is to provide information to the public. 
Reporters should not be criticized for including diverse views in their work. 

In today’s highly charged environment of climate change policy, it is claimed that 
the political interference with climate scientists is unique. It is alleged that federal 
scientists are not free to speak their minds and are subject to oversight by political 
appointees. The situation is neither unique nor exclusive to one political party. Our 
book. Politicizing Science: The Alchemy of Policy-Making, documents numerous past 
examples of where science and politics intersected with damaging impacts on 
science and negative public policy outcomes.® Further, those who believe the current 
situation is unique should make themselves familiar with the story of Dr. Will 
Happer. As told by Happer in Politicizing Science and widely reported at the time 
of its occurrence, in the early months of the Clinton-Gore Administration, Dr. 
Happer, then head of the Department of Energy’s Office of Science, questioned the 
Vice President’s views on climate change and ozone depletion. Despite his scientific 
credentials, he was summarily dismissed at Gore’s direction.® 

Further, efforts are often made to impugn the credibility of those engaged in the 
debate through assertions that their views are a product of financial relationships 
rather than sincerely held beliefs or objective research. All too frequently evidence 
of a financial tie is sufficient to condemn, without proof that the tie altered the 
views, opinions, or conclusions in any way. The public discourse suffers as argu- 
ments are not explored in sufficient detail. 


'^Daniel Boorstin, The Image: A Guide to Pseudo-Events in America (New York: Harper & 
Row, 1964). 

® Michael Gough, ed., Politicizing Science: The Alchemy of Policy-Making (Palo Alto, CA: Hoo- 
ver Institute Press, 2003). 

® William Happer, “Harmful Politicization of Science” in Gough, Politicizing Science, 45-56; 
Holman Jenkins, “A1 Gore Leads a Purge,” Wall Street Journal, May 25, 1993. 
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Often overlooked or ignored in such discussions is the fact that the American sci- 
entific enterprise is critically dependent on funding from the Federal Government. 
Without public funds, the burgeoning enterprise of universities and researchers 
would contract dramatically. While few would dispute the value of the contributions 
made by the government-supported scientific enterprise, some facets of government 
financing of science are troublesome. Public funding can generate unwelcome pres- 
sures on scientists to conform to prevailing beliefs. Public funding is also said to 
breed alarmism and facilitate distortion in public discourse. Studies of organiza- 
tions and bureaucracies demonstrate that, over time, institutions devise strategies 
to perpetuate their continued existence and encourage their expansion. Organiza- 
tions have agendas and preferences and these guide the actions they take and, in 
the case of a grant making organization, the relationships they enter into. Bureau- 
cratic organizations charged with distributing public resources exert power and in- 
fluence over their environment as they have considerable autonomy within the pol- 
icy-making process, are supported by strong clientele groups, and are very internally 
cohesive. As bureaucratic institutions mature, they develop structures, processes, 
and procedures designed to preserve the integrity of the organization, socialize its 
workforce to support the mores of the institution, and build alliances and relation- 
ships with external interests and political overseers to assist its growth and expan- 
sion, 

The U.S. Government is the main source of funding for academic research and 
development at colleges and universities. With the growing number of federal re- 
search supporting departments and agencies and the emergence of new federal mis- 
sions such as the environmental sciences, the academic research enterprise has 
grown substantially. While the growth in federal support for R&D brings new oppor- 
tunities, it also has resulted in near complete dependence of individual researchers 
and university programs on publicly-financed R&D.n 

Yet, the focus remains on the alleged distorting influence of corporate funding on 
scientific results. One of the most prominent and frequently voiced fears is that pri- 
vate interests can undermine objectivity, inject bias and error, lead to the suppres- 
sion of results, and perhaps even precipitate outright fraud. That claim rests on the 
assumption that private interests demand results that are solely consistent with 
their views and interests. It also rests on the assumption that integrity and objec- 
tivity are always for sale. Unfortunately, the claim is frequently repeated without 
the benefit of rigorous evaluation or evidence to support it. 

When the research process is transparent and results are open for review, it is 
difficult for bias, fraud, and suppression to long prevail. And, there can be serious 
legal and financial consequences from such behavior. Those potential consequences 
provide strong incentives to avoid it. 

The George C. Marshall Institute takes its mission seriously and, consistent with 
its principles, works diligently to publish reports that highlight honest assessments 
of the science. We support a scientific community that can do its work, generate 
data, test hypotheses, and educate free of politicization. This campaign to shut off 
funding of organizations that do not accept the global warming orthodoxy dem- 
onstrates that others do not. 

We also want to be perfectly clear — no grant to the Institute is contingent on sup- 
port for a specific point of view or conclusion. Our views on climate change long pre- 
date any support from any corporate entity. Grants to support the Institute’s pro- 
grams are made without conditions. Like many public policy institutes, the Marshall 
Institute receives support from foundations, individuals, and corporations. 

Nevertheless, the Marshall Institute is cited as an example of an institution prop- 
agating misinformation and confusion at the behest of corporate support. For exam- 
ple, the Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS) report, Smoke, Mirrors, and Hot Air, 
released in January 2007, and its accompanying press release singles out the Mar- 
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shall Institute for close scrutiny, Specific to its references to the Marshall Insti- 
tute, the UCS makes basic factual errors and fails to deny the substance of our 
work: 

• Sallie Baliunas is not a Marshall Institute board member or the Institute’s 
Senior Scientist, as is stated on page 15. She stepped down from both those 
positions more than a year ago. Nor is she Chair of the Science Advisory 
Board as is claimed in Table 2 on page 34. The Science Advisory Board has 
not existed since 2001. The report references a six-year old archived website 
to obtain basic information about the Institute’s organizational structure (see 
footnote 204). 

• Willie Soon is not a Marshall Institute Senior Scientist as is claimed in Table 
2 on page 35. Again by rel 3 dng on a version of the Institute’s website archived 
by a third party, the UCS reports out-dated and inaccurate information (see 
footnote 261). Dr. Soon stepped down from his position as Senior Scientist 
several years ago. 

• The Marshall Institute did not provide a grant to the Tech Central Science 
Foundation in 2004 as is asserted on page 32. We received a grant for $12,602 
from them and that grant supported a project focused on risk assessment in 
the regulation of chemicals, not climate change. 

• Neither of the pieces by Baliunas cited in footnote 78 merit the weak criticism 
delivered by the UCS. Most significantly, both pieces were written before the 
Institute received any corporate support. The Marshall Institute did not begin 
accepting corporate contributions until 1999, while both pieces were published 
in 1995 & 1996.1® Second, both pieces are intended to review aspects of the 
scientific debates of the time for the general public. They examine a series 
of claims about climate, including solar influences, the Arctic, severe weather, 
and much more. 

• A National Academy of Sciences panel endorsed the core premise of the 
Baliunas-Soon analysis in its examination of the past temperature record 
(critiqued on page 15). The NAS panel concluded that Earth’s temperatures 
were relatively warmer during the Medieval Warm Period (approx. 1000 
A.D.), then cooler during the Little Ice Age (approx. 1700 A.D.), and have in- 
creased since then. Sparse data coverage for the period before 1600 A.D. pre- 
vented the NAS from reaching definitive conclusions about temperature 
trends before that date; however some reconstructions before 1000 A.D. show 
surface temperatures comparable in warmth to the early 20th century. 

The NAS also expressed “less confidence” in the original conclusions of the 
Mann et al. “hockey stick” used by the IPCC because “the uncertainties in- 
herent in temperature reconstructions for individual years and decades are 
larger than those for longer time periods, and because not all of the available 
proxies record temperature information on such short timescales.” 

An independent review of the statistical methods used in constructing the 
“hockey stick” revealed additional shortcomings. The review led by Professor 
Edward Wegman of George Mason University concluded that the “assessment 
that the decade of the 1990s was likely the hottest decade of the millennium 
and that 1998 was likely the hottest year of the millennium cannot be sup- 
ported by their analysis.” 

• John Christy and Steven McIntyre are not “affiliated” with the Marshall In- 
stitute as is suggested on pages 23-24. They have participated in our public 
events as invited guests and Dr. Christy wrote a chapter for our book, Shat- 
tered Consensus, but neither is formally affiliated with the Institute. 

• The Institute’s book. Shattered Consensus, is cited as an example of “informa- 
tion laundering” (pg. 12) yet the UCS provides no refutation of the contents 


Union of Concerned Scientists, Smoke, Mirrors, and Hot Air: How ExxonMobil Uses Big To- 
bacco’s Tactics to Manufacture Uncertainty on Climate Science, (January 3, 2007), http:! ! 
www.ucsusa.org i news / press -release i ExxonMobiTGlobalWarming-tobacco.html. 

^®See a statement by a past Institute Executive Director discussing the topic at http:! j 
www.marshall.org I article.php?id=17, which is a reprint of an op-ed appearing in the Wall Street 
Journal on July 2, 1997. 

Committee on Surface Temperature Reconstructions for the Last 2,000 Years, National Re- 
search Council, Surface Temperature Reconstructions for the Last 2,000 Years (Washington, 
D.C.: National Research Council, 2006), 3 http:! i www.nap.edu i catalog j 11676.html. 

Edward Wegman et al., Ad Hoc Committee Report on the Hockey Stick’ Global Climate Re- 
construction (Washington, D.C. 2006), 4-5 http:! ! republicans.energycommerce.house.gov ! 108 i 
home i 07 142006 -Wegman -Report.pdf 
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of the 10 chapters in this well-reviewed book. Should the rights of these au- 
thors to publish a book be left to the UCS to decide? The authors of Shattered 
Consensus are experienced scholars with recognition and credits meriting at- 
tention to their views. They each have significant qualifications in their fields. 
For example, the book’s editor, Patrick Michaels, was a co-author of the cli- 
mate science paper of the year for 2004 recognized by the Association of 
American Geographers. 

• There is no evidence to suggest that the work undertaken by Dr. Seitz, one 
of America’s most noted scientists and the Institute’s emeritus chair, adhered 
to anything but the highest standards (see page 16); a fact which even the 
UCS acknowledges. Dr. Frederick Seitz is a distinguished and acclaimed sci- 
entist. He is president emeritus of Rockefeller University, a premier bio- 
medical research institution. He is a recipient of the National Medal of 
Science, the Nation’s highest award in science, for his contributions “to the 
foundation of the modern quantum theory of the solid state of matter.” He 
is also a recipient of the fourth Vannevar Bush Award presented by the Na- 
tional Science Board. His work. The Modern Theory of Solids, was the base 
from which generations of students learned about solid state physics and 
served to define the field. Elected to the National Academy of Sciences, he 
also served as its President. His contributions to science and this country are 
beyond question. 

Dr. Seitz is free to express his views and opinions on climate change as he 
sees fit. The UCS singles out his involvement with a research program fund- 
ed by R.J. Reynolds in an attempt to prove that he was a pawn in tobacco’s 
scientific disinformation campaign. Yet, the research overseen by Dr. Seitz is 
not criticized in any way. In fact, the research was of the highest quality, 
with one of the scientists supported later earning a Nobel Prize. 

Nevertheless, if we accept that the source of funding invariably affects findings 
and opinions, then what should we make of the significantly greater amount of 
money spent by environmental advocacy groups that promote the notion of an im- 
pending climate catastrophe? Governments, private foundations, and non-profit in- 
stitutions worldwide spend orders of magnitude more to support the view that apoc- 
alyptic climate change is near. According to data for the period 2000-2002, private 
foundations conservatively spend $35-50 million each year on climate-related 
projects. This support was significant for many of the receiving institutions, which 
are principally public policy institutes and advocacy organizations. Climate change- 
related projects accounted for over 25 percent of the three-year total reported grants 
and contributions received by 10 of the top 20 institutions. At the same, the Fed- 
eral Government provides $2—4 billion per year for climate change research and re- 
lated environmental sciences. Those funds are significant to the researchers and the 
research institutions that receive it. In 28 of the top 30 performing universities, fed- 
eral financing accounted for more than 50 percent of the institution’s expenditures 
on atmospheric R&D.^® Nearly one-half of the top-30 institutions depended on fed- 
eral support for more than 80 percent of their resources in this five-year period 
(1998-2002). By comparison, the Federal Government provided 59 percent of total 
R&D funding at academic institutions in 2001. 

We would never call for organizations to stop their funding, even though they 
make statements that clearly are exaggerations and have no scientific basis. Public 
policy institutes and think tanks play an important role in American policy-making. 
They are free to disagree with us just as we are free to make our views known. 

Instead of addressing the substance of the debate over the science and its mean- 
ing for public policy, public discussion has regressed to inferring motives and attack- 
ing sources of support in an effort to silence voices of dissent. Unfounded allegations 
and unjustified attacks are a poor substitute for open and candid debate. 

It is more than ironic, that most of the so called skeptics focus their criticisms 
on the substance of research and analyses while many who claim that climate 
science is settled and that we face a climate catastrophe are resorting to character 
assassination. Our nation rejected McCarthyism 50 years ago and we should not 
allow its rebirth in another form. 


Jeff Kueter, Funding Flows for Climate Change Research and Related Activities (Wash- 
ington, D.C.: George Marshall Institute, 2005), 4. 

^°Ibid., 10. 

^^National Science Board, Science and Engineering Indicators-2004 (Washington, D.C.: Na- 
tional Science Foundation, 2004), Chap. 5, p. 5. 
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More important than the source of funding is the substance of what an organiza- 
tion produces. What counts is whether the findings stand up to critical examination. 
Are they reproducible? Can they be verified or falsified? 

Ted Koppel best summarized the situation in 1994 when he criticized a similar 
effort by then Vice President Gore. His admonition applies as well today as it did 
then: 

“There is some irony in the fact that Vice President Gore, one of the most sci- 
entifically literate men to sit in the White House in this century, that he is re- 
sorting to political means to achieve what should ultimately be resolved on a 
purely scientific basis. . . The issues of global warming and ozone depletion are 
undeniably important. The future of mankind may depend on how this genera- 
tion deals with them. But the issues have to be debated and settled on scientific 
grounds, not politics. There is nothing new about major institutions seeking to 
influence science to their own ends. The church did it, ruling families have done 
it, the communists did it, and so have others, in the name of anti-communism. 
But it has always been a corrupting influence, and it always will be. The meas- 
ure of good science is neither the politics of the scientist nor the people with 
whom the scientist associates. It is the immersion of hypotheses into the acid 
of truth. That’s the hard way to do it, but it’s the only way that works.” 

Improving the Value of Science 

Preserving the integrity of science in the public policy process is an important 
goal. But it would be unrealistic to think that politicization is avoidable. The science 
on public policy issues is rarely, if ever, definitive. There will always be uncertain- 
ties that need to be addressed and matters that require judgment in translating 
science into policy options and analyzing them and their implications. Given the in- 
herent uncertainties in policy planning and the value judgments that are inherent 
in the policy process, there is no way to avoid “politicizing” science. Policy-making 
by its nature is political and always will be. What can be done are improvements 
in policy planning and analysis that improve the quality and value of science used 
by policy-makers? 

• Promote transparency. Models, data and assumptions used in formulating 
policies should be available for interested parties to review and critique. This 
would improve the understanding of the validity of the models and how var- 
ious assumptions affect outcomes. 

• Peer review is an important step if done properly. A third party should 
choose reviewers and their comments should be published but not necessarily 
their names. Beyond standard peer review, someone or some organization 
should be able to replicate the analysis, especially analyses that can have sig- 
nificant economic and regulatory impacts. 

• Discontinue consensus documents. The push for consensus on important 
science policy issues can mask important differences among scientists. Policy- 
makers are better served knowing where there is widespread agreement and 
where there are important disagreements. The ability to publish dissenting 
views in policy documents and NAS reports should be encouraged. 

• Establish a “devil’s advocate” process. For major issues like climate 
change and reports like the IPCC Summary for Policy-Makers, some small 
group should be charged with challenging conventional wisdom that when re- 
peated often enough is treated as fact. If this were being done routinely on 
climate change matters, it would not be possible to assert that the science is 
settled, that humans are primarily responsible for the warming in recent dec- 
ades or that models are reliable for projecting or predicting climate 100 years 
from now. 

• Distinguish between science and analysis. Much of the recent criticism 
is about the inferences drawn from science and analysis of options drawn 
from science. Policy and risk assessments are not science and it is inappro- 
priate to use disagreement about policy to claim that the integrity of science 
is being violated. 

Thank you for the opportunity to appear here today and to present these views 
for your consideration. 


22 Ted Koppel, “Is Environmental Science for Sale?” ABC News Nightline Transcript, February 
24, 1994. 
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Discussion 

Climate Change: Industry Reaction 

Chairman Miller. Thank you, Mr. Kueter. There should be 
ample time for all the Members of the Committee to ask more than 
one round of questions, and I will begin by recognizing myself for 
five minutes. 

Mr. Rampton, you described in your testimony of the prototypical 
corporate campaign to create doubt, and then you heard Dr. 
McCarthy, I think, talk specifically about the campaign with re- 
spect to climate change, global warming. How well does what Dr. 
McCarthy described fit the model that you described? 

Mr. Rampton. I think it is a very clear example of exactly what 
I have been describing. And it is only one of a number of cam- 
paigns that have been carried out over the past two decades by the 
various industries. I mean, there was specific talk of ExxonMobil, 
but that is only one company. The oil and gas industries in general, 
the coal industry have funded numerous campaigns. One of the 
first campaigns of this type began in the early 1990s funded by 
groups like the National Coal Association, the Western Fuels Asso- 
ciation, and it was called the Information Council for the Environ- 
ment, and its goal was to, in their words, reposition global warm- 
ing as a theory, not fact. 

A number of the scientists that were recruited for that campaign, 
the so-called ICE Campaign, have later gone on to do exactly the 
same work and make the exact same statements over the subse- 
quent two decades. So you see the same figures recurring, making 
the same statements, expressing the same skepticism about global 
warming. 

And the effect is to amplify the views of a relatively small num- 
ber of scientists and make it seem like that is, like there is a huge 
scientific debate going on when, in fact, there is not. 

Climate Change: Scientific Reaction 

Chairman Miller. And Dr. McCarthy, Mr. Rampton in his testi- 
mony talked about, described the difference between how scientists 
view truth and how public relations view truth. Scientists think 
truth simply exists, and it is for scientists to discover and under- 
stand, and public relation folks are more inclined to think that 
truth is a little more malleable than that and may be created or 
at least shaped. 
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I think we all agree that there is some harm in viewing truth 
that way, hut could you describe for us what that harm is? 

Dr. McCarthy. Well, first, I think the truth that scientists would 
revert to is also evolving. It is not a certainty. In fact, if anyone 
alleges that we know any of the sort of the details that have been 
referred to here regarding climate change with absolute certainty, 
one has to be very suspect of that view. 

I think what we have seen, though, is that the representation of 
a contrary view and particularly that that has been supported by 
industry as we have seen individuals as is documented in our re- 
port, move from the campaign of the tobacco industry directly into 
the oil and climate change industry, have represented as facts in- 
formation that is not supported in the scientific literature. These 
are often based on reports that have not been published, are not 
in the previewed literature, and in some cases have been published 
but discredited by numerous additional publications and yet are 
still put forward as supporting arguments for a position that is no 
longer tenable. 

Chairman Miller. Thank you. Dr. McCarthy. A joke, and I guess 
this is fairly an acquired taste sort of humor, on universities is that 
administrators hate having scientists on faculty panels because you 
never know where they stand. When you change the information, 
they change their positions. Is that how you see scientists pro- 
ceeding and should be proceeding? 

Dr. McCarthy. If one were to go back to maybe 15, 20 years ago 
in the climate change discussion, it was very difficult to find clear 
consensus as to whether the Earth was warming in an unusual 
way or not in the 1980s. And then when that was established in 
the early 1990s, it was, in fact, difficult to find a clear statement 
that would come out of any of these analyses that this was likely 
due to human effects. 

As we move beyond the mid ’90s, we find that that evidence is 
stronger and stronger. So it is an evolving understanding of 
science, and if anyone could prove this major premise wrong. A, 
that the Earth is warming, B, that is largely warming as a result 
of greenhouse gasses being added to the atmosphere, C, that 
human activities are largely responsible for that, you know, you 
would have Nobel prizes all over the place. This is a really well- 
established body of information now. 

Climate Change: Government Reaction 

Chairman Miller. So that Mr. Rampton may feel better about 
exceeding his time, I will indulge myself by going a little over the 
five minutes. 

Mr. Maassarani, your report is an assessment of efforts to filter 
the message of federal climate scientists, and you have heard Mr. 
Rampton describe the model of how to view the public relations 
media campaign technique with respect to scientific questions. How 
well does the model he described fit what you found in your report? 

Mr. Maassarani. I would simply say that where Mr. Sheldon 
Rampton describes the construction of one end of the scientific de- 
bate, the one aspect of the truth that happens to fit the incentives 
of industry or whoever is involved, what we have on the govern- 
ment side here is the deconstruction of the scientific debate coming 
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from mainstream science. So what you are doing is you are offering 
forth scientific views from the minority, and then you are sup- 
pressing those of the majority. 

Chairman Miller. Mr. Rohrabacher. 

Funding for Climate Change Skeptics 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to warn 
you a little bit about telling a joke at a hearing. I attempted to 
make light of an argument at the last hearing dealing with global 
climate change, mentioning in jest that perhaps dinosaur farts 
caused global warming back in the old times, and guess what? I 
was actually making light of the argument that anyone could claim 
that flatulence would change our climate, and it was reported wide- 
ly across the country on numerous, in numerous periodicals that 
that was a very serious statement. That was my position. That 
shows you how dishonest this debate has gotten over global warm- 
ing. Anyone who was at that hearing understood very well I was 
making light of that whole argument on the other side, yet I was 
being presented, it was being presented as that was my opinion. 

I think that that is what we are presented time and time again 
when we hear about the consensus that we have human-caused 
global warming. Let me note when William Happer, who is now at 
Princeton University and a member of the National Academy of 
Sciences, was fired from his job as chief scientist from the Depart- 
ment of Energy as Mr. Kueter just mentioned. I didn’t see any of 
these scientiste stepping forward and saying, “My God, A1 Gore is 
trying to skew the scientific research that is going on in global 
warming.” We didn’t hear anything. This was a blatant example. 
Not like the examples that you gave where someone’s press release 
was edited so that his views would be presented as his own views 
instead of the views of the department in which he worked. No. 
This was firing a man who now is with the National Academy of 
Sciences and a Professor at Princeton University or is it Princeton 
University did he come from? Yes. 

Let me note here again I have a few statements here from the 
Director of Research, Royal Dutch Meteorological Institute, Pro- 
fessor of Aeronautical Engineering, Penn State, “I protest against 
the overwhelming pressure to adhere to the climate change 
dogma.” Here is Richard Lindzen, Atmospheric Physicist, Professor 
of Meteorology at MIT, and if I can find my reading glasses I will 
be able to do this a lot better, but I will attempt to read it here. 

Thank you very much. I was talking about the gentleman who, 
from the Royal Dutch Meteorological Association say that he was 
dismissed as Research Director from that meteorological associa- 
tion after questioning the scientific under pane of global warming, 
as well as respected Italian professors and they name them here, 
Alfonso Sutera and Antonio Speranza. They all disappeared from 
the debate in 1991, apparently losing climate research funding for 
raising questions. Now, why did they lose their funding? They lost 
their funding because at the Department of Energy, William 
Happer, had been eliminated by A1 Gore because he was skeptical 
of the global warming theory. 

Here is a few more for you just to let everybody know about the 
consensus that we are talking about. Timothy Ball, Chairman of 
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the Natural Resources Stewardship Project and former Professor of 
Climatology at the University of Winnipeg, “Believe it or not, global 
warming is not due to human contributions of carbon dioxide. In 
fact, it is one of the greatest deceptions in the history of scientists, 
of science, and we are wasting time, energy, and trillions of dol- 
lars.” 

Then, of course, you have got this gentlemen who. Dr. William 
Gray, one of the most distinguished meteorologists in the history 
of this country. Professor of atmospheric science, the University of 
Colorado, who stated I had, and this is, he had said he had been 
cut off of all of his research grants once the Clinton Administration 
came in because of skepticism of global warming. “I had NOAA 
money for some 30 years, and then when Clinton, the Clinton Ad- 
ministration came in and Gore started directing some of the envi- 
ronmental stuff, I was cut off. I couldn’t get any NOAA money. 
They turned me down 13, for 13 straight proposals.” 

Now, these are ample evidence of the type of suppression of the 
other argument that is going on in order for you gentlemen and 
other people to claim there is a consensus. There are hundreds of 
such scientists who are very respected, who have been cut off, and 
why aren’t they getting Nobel prizes? Because they have been cut 
off for their research by anybody who even suggests the skepticism 
of global warming. Yet we hear a complaint now about people’s 
press releases being edited. 

Let me note here that, just about global warming itself Yeah. 
Nobody suggests that there isn’t some warming going on in the 
planet. Nobody suggests that. There is some kind of warming going 
on in the climate. They used to call it climate change. I mean, they 
used to call it global warming. Now they call it climate change in 
order to cover themselves, but there has been a change, and that 
is because, and over — I saw the charts for the people that came 
back here and talked to us, over 150 years there has been a one 
degree change in the temperature, one degree. And I noted at that 
hearing, this is the one where they tried to claim the only quote 
they used from me was a dinosaur flatulent quote, I noted that 
they had started that one degree change in temperature at the very 
bottom of a 500-year decrease in the temperature of the world. It 
is called the mini-ice age. So we have had since the end, the bottom 
level of the mini-ice age we have had a one degree change in tem- 
perature. We have had many, many changes and cycles in the tem- 
perature of the Earth. Many of them. And those cycles were caused 
probably by the same reason that there is now another cycle going 
on. It is called solar activity. 

Now, no doubt there is, there has been these cycles, and we are 
in one right now, and solar activity, I believe there are many sci- 
entists who believe that that could be just as important, if not more 
important, than anything human beings are doing. 

And I will leave it with this, and that is if it wasn’t solar activity, 
if it was really humankind doing this, why is the temperature 
going up on Mars? NASA just released a study suggesting that the 
polar ice caps are melting on Mars. Is that because of all the 
humanlike activity going on on Mars? I don’t think so. 

So I think this debate, Mr. Chairman, it is an important debate, 
and but we do not need to dismiss someone’s arguments, just say- 
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ing we have a consensus, so instead, what we are going to do is 
not even listen to a scientist who is suggesting that there is an ar- 
gument against the positions and the “facts” that are being pre- 
sented to us that justify an analysis that comes up that global 
warming is caused by human beings. And again, listen, I consider 
myself open minded in this. I have an opinion, a strong opinion, 
but I am never going to tell someone, I am not going to listen to 
your argument because I have a consensus of people I have talked 
to, and I am not even going to actually confront your arguments. 

That is what we have here today, Mr. Chairman. We have a dis- 
missal of other people’s arguments. We have blaming Exxon for it, 
and I am very happy to see our young people here wearing their 
Exxon shirts, and they are participating in the system, and I ap- 
plaud you for that. And there are certainly big corporations that do 
manipulate people and try to for their own purposes. There are 
other interest groups that manipulate people as well. A lot of inter- 
est ^oups in this country that manipulate people as well 

With that said, I thank you for the hearing because I think this 
is good for the debate. 

Chairman Miller. Well, Mr. Rohrabacher, you have a second 
round of questions and perhaps something you say in the second 
round might end in a question mark. And Mr. Rohrabacher, I will 
not promise you that I will avoid any and all jokes in the conduct 
of these hearings, but I will avoid jokes about flatulence. 

Mr. Baird. 


Scientists as Policy Advisors 

Mr. Baird. I thank the Chair. I want to begin by thanking the 
panelists, and I think this is really not just about climate change. 
I believe the evidence on climate change is quite compelling. I 
think the international report suggests that it is. What this hear- 
ing is really about is the distortion of science, and my belief, and 
I think the evidence is compelling, that this Administration has put 
unprecedented and undue stress, or really censorship, on research- 
ers throughout federal agencies. And I applaud the individuals for 
raising this. I think that is repugnant and contraindicated in terms 
of our trying to understand issues. 

So I share the broad concern about the distortion of scientific pol- 
icy, one manifestation of which may be the global warming debate, 
but there are many, many others, including reproductive health, 
how federal advisory committees are structured, how is on them, 
how is off, et cetera, and this committee should look into that. 

Having said that, I also want to say that I think, Mr. Rampton, 
your points about the power given to scientists cut both ways. I am 
familiar with cases where a number of scientists have signed onto 
letters saying they hold a position, you know, so the PR campaign 
is X number of “distinguished scientists” have signed a letter 
about, fill in the blank. And at least some of those cases I am quite 
confident that the “distinguished scientists” have not ever read the 
particular study they are signing onto, but they are lending their 
weight to it. And this happens on both the left and the right, and 
again, as I stated at the outset, I think it is wrong if it happens 
on either side, because I think scientists on all sides needs to hold 
themselves to a higher standard. 
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So one of my questions would be are there standards within the 
scientific community about what one must do before one signs onto 
some such letter? In other words, read the studies yourself, look at 
the data from the particular studies, et cetera, or can one just sign 
on and say I hold a doctorate or a Master’s degree in some form 
of science. Therefore, I am qualified to comment on a particular 
issue. And I will just put this out to the panelists. 

Mr. Rampton. I think the short answer to the question of wheth- 
er there those standards would be no. I mean, in fact, there are 
people who claim, speak on matters of science who have, you know, 
law degrees or there is a fellow named Stephen Malloy, who has 
a Master’s degree in biostatistics and is very prominent and out- 
spoken about the problem of what he calls junk science, formerly 
funded by the tobacco industry. In fact, very, until recently, and he 
doesn’t disclose his current funding information. So in terms of cre- 
dentials, as a scientist he has really none, and yet he is often cited 
as an authority on matters of what is and is not good science. 

Mr. Baird. Mr. Rampton, would you say, would you suggest, are 
you equally concerned if people signing onto letters on either side 
of an issue or not, versed in the issue that they are signing onto? 

Mr. Rampton. Well, I think a scientist is a citizen like anyone 
else and has the right to express his or her opinion. I think that 
when scientists lend the credibility of their expertise to something, 
they ought to be speaking on the matter where, in fact, they are 
experts, where they actually have degrees in that particular field. 
And you do have a common problem that I think scientists tend to 
assume that because they have rigorous training in some field, that 
their intellect is sufficient to enable them to weigh in on all sorts 
of other areas where they are not qualified. And you have any 
number of cases where scientists have made outright fools of them- 
selves by weighing in on areas where they are not, in fact, expert. 

So I think that when a scientist speaks outside his or her field 
of expertise, their voice should be treated as simply the voice of an- 
other citizen. Does that answer your question? 

Mr. Baird. Yes. To some degree. I will follow up, and Dr. McCar- 
thy, first of all, as a person who first became a member myself of 
AAAS some 30 years or so ago now, I suppose, I congratulate you 
on your election. I have great respect for the institution. 

I also have some concerns about cases I am intimately familiar 
with where Science Magazine rushed publications into press in 
order to influence public policy, and I think without due peer re- 
view. Now, I am not saying you did it because you were pressured 
by some outside group, et cetera, but I do think in this particular 
case it was an unfortunate act and did not reflect the highest 
standards of either the Association or the journal of Science itself. 

And I guess I would just ask your comments about that. If there 
is a matter of public policy of some significant import, should that 
lead a journal to rush something into press without adequate peer 
review, or would one not want to say precisely because a matter 
of policy is being influenced we should exercise particular attention 
to make sure that the peer review is thorough and we get the data 
right? 

Dr. McCarthy. Well, there is only one obvious answer to that, 
of course. An organization like the AAAS should always be con- 
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cerned about its reputation. I am not familiar with the incident 
that you have alluded to, but it sounds as if that is one in which 
you thought their reputation was not well served, and based on 
your representation I have to agree. 

But let me give another example. Three years ago now the Union 
of Concerned Scientists, first becoming aware of some of the abuses 
of our federal agencies with regard to science, issued a report on 
restoring the integrity of scientific integrity. And that is, again, 
something that the Union worked a great deal to make sure was 
a veiy crisp document, and the initial 60 people to sign that were 
not just random people. To see whether this really was a strong 
statement, to see whether it resonated, individuals who were win- 
ners of the national medal of science, former advisors of Presidents 
of the United States of America, all the way back to President Ei- 
senhower, were asked to look at this statement. Heads of major re- 
search institutions and to the best of my knowledge no one who 
looked at it said, I won’t sign it because it is wrong or because I 
think you have misrepresented this. Some people said I can’t sign 
it because it would put my institution at stake. I am that con- 
cerned. But here is an example of where there was a very careful 
effort made to insure that this was set at the highest level, of peo- 
ple who could say, you know what? This happens all the time. Let 
me tell you about what happened in 1979, let me tell you about 
1963. And we didn’t get that. So then when you go through that 
process, you can be confident that the integrity of the institution, 
the reputation of the institution is not going to be harmed by this. 

But the case you mentioned I would certainly agree. Any effort 
to rush something without the process that is the tradition of that 
scientific body would be reckless and irresponsible. 

Mr. Baird. I will chat with you separately about that, but I also 
commend you for that report. We actually held rump hearings, and 
I say rump hearings because the then Chair of the Committee 
would not allow us to have official hearings on that very issue that 
your report concerned. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Miller. Thank you, Mr. Baird. Mr. Rothman. 
Recommendations 

Mr. Rothman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, gentle- 
men, for your work and for your appearance today. 

I think I have detected a consensus, which is that everyone 
agrees there have been abuses of scientists in the employ of the 
Federal Government by members of the Federal Government. Is 
that a fair statement of one of the things you can agree on? And 
if so, what do you each recommend as ways to prevent that from 
happening again? 

Let us start from my right. Mr. Kueter. 

Mr. Kueter. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on that 
subject, sir. In my prepared remarks I have a set of recommenda- 
tions that the Institute has vetted to get at these issues that you 
have described. 

The first that we put forward is the promotion of transparency, 
and it goes to an issue that Mr. Baird just mentioned. The need 
to have data that is used in making federal decisions brought for- 
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ward for critical analyses and audits is essential in order to under- 
stand the veracity of the claims that are being made. To date that 
is a difficult process to get through. 

Mr. Rothman. So what is the fix? 

Mr. Kueter. Require that the peer-reviewed studies that are 
being used to guide your decisions have their data archived and be 
open for scrutiny and analysis by independent researchers. It 
would be our recommendation that you establish a devil’s advo- 
cate’s process, similar to what the DOD uses with its red team 
process or its team B processes, where you bring in a set of folks 
that don’t necessarily agree with the consensus on a particular 
issue and ask them to scrub that issue thoroughly and report back 
to the Congress or a particular committee with their findings. At 
that point then you would have probably two very different sets of 
arguments that would be put forward and perspectives on a par- 
ticular issue. Then you would understand the parameters 

Mr. Rothman. Okay. 

Mr. Kueter. — and distribution of 

Mr. Rothman. I appreciate those recommendations, and my time 
is limited, and I will read those and recommend the staff read 
them as well. 

I am more concerned about the, that just brings more informa- 
tion in different points of view, which is great and very helpful, but 
I heard the concern being over the twisting of scientific opinion or 
the censoring of scientific opinion or the elimination of a point of 
view from the Administration. So how would, could we have some 
comments on how to avoid that, the censorship and the elimination 
of these differing points of view? This brings in other points of view 
as well. Mr. Kueter. Mr. Maassarani. 

Mr. Maassarani. If I may. Thank you. We have an extensive list 
in the report itself. I will go over a couple that I think are particu- 
larly important. 

One is to implement clear and transparent media policies at the 
agencies where, these can require prior notification and a summary 
of any media interactions that have occurred but that eliminate the 
need for required, mandatory, pre-approval, monitoring, routing of 
media requests from one scientist to another, as well as drafting 
of anticipated questions and answers by the scientists prior to the 
interviews. That would be one step. 

I will mention one more real quick, and that is to reaffirm and 
to put into the policies at these agencies the personal views excep- 
tion. Basically, we feel that insofar as agencies have the right to 
control the kind of message that is going to be projected on their 
behalf, especially on policy matters, that doesn’t mean that it fore- 
closes a scientist’s constitutional right to speak. In those instances 
scientists need to know that they can speak out 

Mr. Rothman. Right. 

Mr. Maassarani. — on policy matters. 

Mr. Rothman. The question is from a federal office building with 
federal resources, et cetera. Those I would think are other issues, 
but for allowing that right of a citizen. 

Mr. Maassarani. Well, as long as they qualify the statement 
that they are saying this on their own, as their own private view. 

Mr. Rothman. And I apologize for the brevity of the time. 



65 


Mr. Maassarani. No problem. 

Mr. Rothman. Dr. McCarthy. 

Dr. McCarthy. I am not sure you were here, Congressman Roth- 
man, when I mentioned I congratulate the House on its passage of 
the whistleblower protection measure and hope that the Senate fol- 
lows your lead. That would be one very important measure. 

Another, following up on the earlier remarks, would be to insure 
that when there is an interaction between a public relations staff 
and a scientist, the scientist has the opportunity for final say in 
that document. And if changes have been suggested which actually 
change the apparent meaning of the findings of the scientist, then 
the scientist should be able to reject them. 

Mr. Rothman. Do you think this should be as a matter of federal 
law, or do you think there should be, these procedures of an Ad- 
ministration to best practices, if you will? 

Dr. McCarthy. I leave that to you, you wise people. 

Mr. Rothman. Yeah. 

Dr. McCarthy. I would just like to make certain that in what- 
ever way this can be guaranteed to federal scientists. 

Mr. Rothman. May I ask Mr. Rampton to comment, Mr. Chair- 
man? 

Mr. Rampton. Well, I just mention that medical journals have 
dealt with a fairly similar problem, which is that, you know, a 
number of privately-funded medical researchers in the past have 
run into the situation where as a condition for, you know, funding 
of their research by some, for example, pharmaceutical company, 
there is a stipulation that the company owns the right to prior ap- 
proval of publication. And some of the top medical journals have 
adopted a policy which is that they will not publish research in 
their journals unless the scientist who has gotten funding has been 
guaranteed the right to publish regardless of what he finds. 

And I think similar provisions by the Government with regard to 
Government funds to scientists makes sense that whatever sci- 
entists finds ought to be, you know, there should not be someone, 
there ought to be a firewall of protection so that the scientists at 
the moment of having something to publish or findings to announce 
is guaranteed that regardless of what is found that there will be 
freedom to publish it. 

Mr. Rothman. Mr. Chairman. 

Administration Position on Climate Change 

Chairman Miller. Thank you, Mr. Rothman. Like Mr. Rothman, 
I think I will try to make sure there is some consensus among the 
panel on some topics at least. 

It has been at least a generation since there has been any seri- 
ous scientific question about the adverse health consequences of 
smoking. The documents that we have discovered from the tobacco 
industry in litigation show that the tobacco industry, in fact, knew 
before federal researchers did of the adverse health consequences 
because of their own research. Their own research showed the 
damaging health affects of smoking, but they simply paid scientists 
to put their name on documents that the industry itself had draft- 
ed. 
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Do any of you disagree that that is morally blameworthy con- 
duct? Does anyone wish to defend that kind of conduct? Now, I 
know there is some question about whether that is happening now 
and who is doing it, but as a general matter does anyone wish to 
defend that kind of conduct? 

There has been a puzzling disagreement going back to where 
there is not consensus within the Bush Administration. We have 
heard from Mr. Maassarani and from Dr. McCarthy that there has 
been an effort by the Bush Administration to control what federal 
scientists say about global warming. We have heard that Phil 
Cooney, who is not a scientist but worked at the Council for Envi- 
ronmental Quality, excuse me, worked at the American Petroleum 
Institute and has gone from there to work for ExxonMobil, edited 
climate change reports behind the scenes to make the reports much 
more equivocal than what the scientists who had written them ini- 
tially, what the scientist draft expressed. But just a month ago Dr. 
William Brennan, not the Supreme Court Justice, but a NOAA offi- 
cial and acting director of the Climate Change Science Program 
testified before the Senate that the Bush Administration accepted 
and had always accepted the 2001, National Academy of Science re- 
port on climate change science, that greenhouse gasses are accumu- 
lating in the Earth’s atmosphere, and are the result of human ac- 
tivities. He said that the Bush Administration accepted the latest 
report of the IPCC and had never held a different position. 

Mr. Maassarani, what are we to believe? 

Mr. Maassarani. Sorry I can’t answer that. I think to some ex- 
tent with the IPCC report having come out it is going to be more 
and more difficult to support the proposition that the Bush Admin- 
istration held earlier, that there is no connections or that global 
warming isn’t happening. So no matter how much you would want 
to resist it anyway, but I think perhaps that is what we are seeing 
here. I am not sure if what you are trying to get at, I am not sure 
it means that the Bush Administration is listening to its scientists 
more than it was before. I would hope so. 

Chairman Miller. Dr. McCarthy. 

Dr. McCarthy. It is a puzzle. In the spring of 2001, when Presi- 
dent Bush announced that he would no longer honor his campaign 
position to regulate carbon dioxide emissions released to the atmos- 
phere, it came just a couple of months after the third assessment 
report of the IPCC. At that time Mr. Bush asked the National 
Academy of Sciences to take a look at the IPCC report, and you 
have just given us the bottom line of the National Academy conclu- 
sion. And many of us were very hopeful at that time that now we 
would begin to see action taken. Again, for those who aren’t aware, 
the U.S. delegation to the IPCC proceedings is formed by the State 
Department. It includes high ranking scientists from our science 
agencies, but it really is, it really does represent the views of our 
Department of State in all those deliberations. 

So the fact that beneath the radar the sort of actions that this 
report and others have managed to reveal suggest that even 
though things were being said which sounded as if the Administra- 
tion was not challenging the science, at the level in which the work 
was being done, that, in fact, was a very different matter. 
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Mr. Maassarani. Can I just add something to that? I just want 
to 

Chairman Miller. Mr. Maassarani. 

Mr. Maassarani. — make clear that as far as we know the U.S. 
National Assessment still is not referenced on the websites. It is 
still, any reference or mention to it still seems to be suppressed as 
it was when it first came out. So certainly that hasn’t happened. 

Chairman Miller. Mr. Rohrabacher, do you wish to complete the 
question you began earlier? 

Climate Change Skeptics 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Thank you very much. Well, let me just note 
that the Government Accountability Project’s report, while having 
the same sort of tone that we have heard here today and also in- 
cluded I would say the innuendos that we have heard today, also 
lacked the specific charges that we haven’t heard here today as 
well. I mean, it is one thing to imply that there are this sort of sti- 
fling going on and when the report is said, and I quote, “It found 
no incidence of direct interference in climate change research, as 
well as the investigation by the Government Accountability Project 
has uncovered no concrete evidence that political actors are directly 
and willfully interfering with this fundamental aspect of scientific 
work.” 

And now, we can make innuendos all we want, and we can ig- 
nore everything that the other side does that is very blatant in sup- 
pressing this argument, like the firing of the lead scientist at the 
Department of Energy. It is very easy for someone who is a polit- 
ical activist or politically oriented who has got some scientific cre- 
dentials or sometimes doesn’t have scientific credentials but is 
speaking as if he or she does, to sort of imply that there is some 
sort of suppression going on when obviously, as I say, examples 
and I gave four earlier on, of blatant examples of where people 
were losing contracts for their position as being skeptical of global 
warming, but for example, we have NASA, James Hanson and you 
are aware of this. Maybe perhaps one of the people you are talking 
about in your report was Mr. Hanson who complained that his 
press releases were being manipulated or his association with the 
press was in some way being controlled. Last week at a hearing on 
the Senate side acknowledged that he had been interviewed 14,000 
times, 14,000 interviews on global warming. Now, someone who is 
capable of having that many interviews, let us just, let us say there 
was only a thousand. Okay. Maybe it wasn’t, this is only what I 
saw in the press. This is what I saw as a question during the inter- 
views over there, but let us say it was just 1,000. That doesn’t indi- 
cate that there is some suppression going on. It may indicate there 
is a guy over at NASA who thinks his opinions are worth more 
than anybody else’s opinion on this, and maybe he was presenting 
it in a way that was perceived as speaking for NASA. 

Now, there is every right for the people that work at NASA to 
make sure that someone who disagrees with them is not presenting 
himself or herself as spokesman for NASA instead of this is my 
opinion on what I have found and what I believe to be true on this 
issue. 
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So that is number one. And I would like to remind everybody 
about when people talk about, you know, coming in and not having 
the right kind of science to back up charges and things like that. 
You know, I have been here longer than I think anybody in this 
room, and I will tell you the first incident that I ever had like this, 
I was, I have been a Member of the Science Committee for 19 years 
now, and my very first year A1 Gore came right there and sat right 
there. 

Now, I was behind him a few days ago and listening to him, and 
it may surprise some of you, but I agreed with about half of what 
A1 Gore had to say, and that is a pretty good consensus considering 
that, you know, I don’t agree with the global warming aspect, but 
trying to clean up the pollution, make us energy self-sufficient. 
Man, I think that some of his ideas were right on, and I am plan- 
ning to try to work with my fellow Republicans to work on that. 

But my first year A1 Gore came there and sat right where you 
are, and he had, again, he had all the camera crews out so that 
all the young people in the world could see him pounding on the 
desk, and he was demanding that the former President Bush, who 
was President then, declare an ozone emergency. Do any of you re- 
member that incident? Do you remember that at all? Okay. That 
was very clear to me, because that was my first year as a Con- 
gressman. Do you know what happened? He was demanding that 
the President declare an ozone emergency for the northeast of the 
United States, which would have cost thousands of jobs to add bil- 
lions of dollars of disruption to our economy, and guess what? A 
week later they found out that it was a misreading of some instru- 
ments on one piper cub airplane by some researcher from one uni- 
versity that misread the instruments. 

Now, what I see here is when we are making charges like, which 
are monumental to our economy, billions of dollars worth of out- 
come, these kids lives are not going to be better if we end up trying 
to save the climate rather than clean the air or rather than making 
us energy self-sufficient, because we get, you know, because we get 
focused on a wrong goal because people are trying to claim there 
is an ozone emergency when there isn’t one. 

So I will end it with a question so anybody can — is there or are 
there or are there not, you have stated over and over again, this 
consensus in order to dismiss any real discussion of global warming 
I keep hearing the consensus, you know, rather than confronting 
the arguments, I get in two arguments today, global warming is 
happening on Mars. We also mentioned how they began their re- 
search and the one degree temperature rise started at the bottom 
level. Two big, you know, issues there with global warming. In- 
stead of them confronting arguments, you are saying that a con- 
sensus isn’t there. Do you agree that there are a significant num- 
ber of scientists with very good credentials who are not part of this 
so-called consensus, who have ample reason and are legitimately 
offering some skepticism of global warming? Or is this something, 
again, dismiss it? 

Chairman Miller. Actually, the time limit applies to the ques- 
tion and the answer, and we are now gloriously past the time, but 
does any of you have a very brief answer, and or can you provide 
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a more complete answer in writing? A very brief answer. Dr. 
McCarthy. 

Dr. McCarthy. I can try. Certainly there is a range of opinions 
on all these issues, and this is what the IPCC is all about. It is 
in distilling where the best science is, and I must tell you that that 
is a very agonizing process, and it has the transparency that Mr. 
Kueter was referring to earlier. Everything is documented. You can 
go back and find all those reviews. Everything is there to be exam- 
ined, and it is a very conservative process. Could it be the sun? 
Well, you can ask that question. It is in energetics. You can ask 
that question. How much is the solar variability changing over 
time? How much is the insulation of the atmosphere changing? 
How do they compare? 

This can all be done and is being done, and it turns out that the 
solar variability as best estimated, we only measure precisely back 
to 1980, but with sun records going back for the last 100 years, is 
about one-tenth, it is about plus or minus two-tenths of a watt per 
square meter, about one-tenth the two watts per square meter that 
we have now accumulated as insulation in the atmosphere. 

So there is no scientific paper that would allow you to say that 
you can test that theory and find anything like the signal for solar 
variability that you find for the insulation effect, and that is the 
way this science proceeds. If anyone could write that paper and 
showed how the solar variability could affect this change, then it 
would be in these reports. 

Chairman Miller. Mr. Kueter, can you answer in a sentence 
that Hemmingway might have written instead of James Joyce? 

Mr. Kueter. I would refer the Members to the Executive Sum- 
mary of Working Group I, Chapter 12 of the Third Assessment Re- 
port of the IPCC, which documents a number of ongoing and out- 
standing uncertainties in the state of science. That similar list was 
reproduced in the Fourth Assessment released just two months 
ago. The importance of those uncertainties is documented in the 
National Research Council’s 2001 report that was previously ref- 
erenced. I would say that is the subject of the debate and ought to 
be the focus of our future discussions about climate change. 

Chairman Miller. Mr. Maassarani, a Hemmingway sentence. 

Mr. Maassarani. If I may just briefly confront two statements 
made by Mr. Rohrabacher. The first was in an earlier statement 
about press releases being edited to reflect the sole opinion. There 
is nothing in our report or investigations that says that. It says 
press releases were edited to downplay or minimize their scientific 
significance. 

The other thing, 14,000 interviews I believe is a misstatement as 
well. Fourteen thousand Google hits I think was at issue there, and 
I can say three things on that subject. First, our studies have found 
that media interactions are virtually uninhibited when it comes to 
local, foreign, or technical news journals. The restrictions are for 
major outlets. 

Second, the comment doesn’t specify what time period we are 
talking about for Hanson to talk. We have seen these problems as 
problems emerging in the recent past. 

And lastly, it is our belief that one incident of interference based 
on political motivations is unacceptable. Thank you. 
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Freedom of Information Act Requests 

Chairman Miller. I need to excuse myself, I have votes in an- 
other committee beginning now, but, and I will turn the gavel over 
to Mr. Rothman in just a moment. But Mr. Maassarani, before I 
leave, Mr. Rohrabacher pointed out gaps in your report, instances 
in your report where he said you had no evidence. I admired how 
far your report was able to go based on FOIA requests. My own ex- 
perience in FOIA requests as a Member of Congress, not as a 
Chairman of the Investigations and Oversight Committee, was how 
limited a FOIA request was. The limitation or the exception for 
pre-decisional documents really meant all the good stuff was not 
really subject to a FOIA request, you know, why the decision was 
really made. 

What kinds of obstacles did you find in your research using FOIA 
requests, and would you work with our staff if you assumed that 
we may, we have more tools in our toolbox than FOIA requests? 

Mr. Maassarani. Certainly. The obstacles include the following. 
We FOIA’d three agencies: NASA, NOAA, and the EPA. It was a 
fairly involved request, asking for a number of things that covered 
anything related to media policies or guidelines as one of the 
points. NASA got back to us with their media policy, and that is 
it. It was a nine-page NASA response. EPA was unresponsive to 
our request. They had nothing regarding, relating to media, and 
you can see some of the language of our FOIA in the report. There 
is, it is beyond me to imagine how they would not have a single 
record on what we requested. 

Other irregularities, at NOAA, for example, though they got us 
a good load of FOIA documents. We had scientists directly send us 
some of the FOIA material they were giving over to the FOIA of- 
fice, and that never made it through the official FOIA process, up- 
wards of hundreds of pages of documents. 

So and lastly, on a legal point, the FOIA, the redactions that 
were made and the withheld documents, they weren’t actually jus- 
tified under any of the FOIA, under the law of the FOIA, so we 
didn’t know whether they were pre-decisional or what the basis 
was. 

Thank you. 

Chairman Miller. The Chair now recognizes Mr. Baird for ques- 
tions, and if Mr. Rothman will now assume the gavel. 

Science Publishing Concerns 

Mr. Baird. I thank the Chair, and I want to pose two ethical 
questions, and I will preface this by not only do I have a doctorate 
in a scientific field, clinical psychology, specialized in neuropsych, 
but I used to teach the statistics and research methods course and 
used to teach the history of science and scientific ethics, and so I 
know a little about Popper and Kuhn and Feynman and some of 
the other folks. 

And let me just pose a question to my dear friend from Cali- 
fornia, Mr. Rohrabacher, and then the converse question to the 
panel. And I will ask my friend from California the following ques- 
tion, and then I am going to propose the converse to the panel, be- 
cause I think there are some problems on both sides. 
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For the gentleman from California, what do you think the ethical 
position should be if you are a scientist who in your best judgment 
has objectively analyzed the data and they lead you to one conclu- 
sion. As best you understand it from the data, and a supervisor 
tells you for political reasons because your data don’t lend credence 
to an official position, that you can’t publish that. So you think you 
have something to offer to the debate, and a political person, and 
I am going to hold that question. I will ask the gentleman to re- 
spond. 

Let me do the converse, however. Mr. McCarthy commented and 
others the passage of the Whistleblower Protection Act, and one of 
the amendments of that, which I voted for but with some reserva- 
tion, said basically that it is not allowable for a supervisor to pre- 
vent something from being published after it has been accepted in 
a peer review journal. 

Let us suppose you are a supervisor with ultimate responsibility 
for the scientific credibility of what comes from your shop. Someone 
within your shop sends, unbeknownst to you, a publication to a 
peer review journal, which accepts it. You learn about the accept- 
ance post-talk and then say, wait a second, I haven’t had a chance 
to review this document, and upon reviewing it, I find significant 
flaws in the data, but the Congress of the United States has now 
passed a law that says you can’t withhold the publication of a 
study that you believe to be flawed on its scientific merits. And I 
know of a case where that happened, by the way. 

So the gentleman from California and then the panel if we may. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. First of all, maybe you could give me three 
examples of where that has happened. I have given you four or five 
examples of how it happened blatantly in the last Administration 
and how there are numbers of scientists who claimed to have been 
frozen out of grants because they were 

Mr. Baird. Well, hypothetically. I know of examples where it has 
happened. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Okay. Well, I need three examples, and I 
would like for the panel to come up with three examples for me 
because 

Mr. Baird. Let us suppose it happened. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. What a scientist’s responsibility is, the same 
as a journalist, you know, I am a professional journalist. That is 
what I did for a living. I was a writer. I was not a lawyer, which 
lawyers can justify just about anything, but 

Mr. Baird. But journalists are not biased. We know that. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. No. Journalists — correct. Okay. Here is the 
answer. If a scientist has done his, has done research, has come to 
a conclusion, he should express that in any way that he can as 
what he believes with his credentials, understanding there are 
other scientists who disagree with him. This is not where one 
claims I have discovered truth, and all of a sudden everybody else 
has to shut up. And what we have got here is you have some peo- 
ple who are very strong political positions as well as being sci- 
entists. 

Mr. Baird. But let me reclaim just to ask this question. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Sure. 
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Mr. Baird. What if your supervisor says you cannot publish your 
data so that it can enter the marketplace of ideas and debate? 
What is your 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Well, obviously, I believe that anything that 
has, as you say, gone through the peer review process, no one 
should prevent things from being discussed. In fact, I have just, I 
am the strong advocate of having everything discussed, and I think 
there has been much more censorship on the other side of this 
issue than the one you are getting at. If you can give me some ex- 
amples of that, I will be happy to sign on with you and say I am 
very concerned about this scientist, this scientist, and this scientist 
who are permitted to publish. Now 

Mr. Baird. Well, let me return if I may to the panel to hear the 
converse. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. What element of it, to answer your question, 
the thing is 

Mr. Rothman. Mr. Rohrabacher. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Yes. 

Mr. Rothman. It is Mr. Baird’s, Dr. Baird’s time. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Let me 

Mr. Rothman. It is Dr. Baird’s time. 

Mr. Baird. You and I — Dana, we will have time. We will get to- 
gether. 

Mr. Rothman. It is Dr. Baird’s time. 

Mr. Baird. I will give you 30 seconds. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Okay. No. Even five seconds. It is just so, we 
are not talking about whether or not 

Mr. Baird. You have 26 seconds. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Hold on now. So we are basically saying that 
he wasn’t allowed to publish in the name of — you can’t as a sci- 
entist publish in the name of NASA, but you can publish. NASA 
doesn’t have to say we are publishing this as our opinion. 

Mr. Baird. I am aware of case — I will reclaim my time and tell 
you I am aware of cases where people were told they could not put 
their name on a study, period, because they were within the em- 
ploy of a federal agency, even if the study was published not under 
the official aegis of the agency but merely the fact that you were 
employed by that agency extracted your name from publication. I 
am personally aware of that case. 

About the reverse where the moral conundrum, ethical conun- 
drum applies to the supervisor who recognizes flawed data but now 
the Congress has put that person in a position, if we pass this law 
into law, that they can’t retract the study before it becomes pub- 
lished without running into some significant problems. 

Dr. McCarthy. There are many laboratories in which it is the 
procedure for all staff to have their reports, their professional pa- 
pers reviewed within the laboratory. That happens in research in 
universities, happens in research centers all over. So it is not un- 
usual. 

If even, if without that, or if one attempted to go around that or 
even if that process were followed and the report were published, 
peer reviewed and published, and were found to have errors, then, 
of course, it is incumbent upon anyone who discovers those errors 
to call attention to them with letters to the editor or perhaps re- 
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tractions of the paper. I think one distinction to be made here, 
though, is that you are talking about a case in which the results 
are clearly derived from research. They are, you mentioned data, 
and I think it is somewhat different from what we have seen in 
many of the cases that have been discussed here, in which sci- 
entists are making statements which are judged by people within 
the Administration to have policy implications. And for that reason 
they have run into difficulty. 

Mr. Baird. Yeah. My problem is if somebody’s putting forward 
data that will lead to policy implications, it relates to the aforemen- 
tioned issue, which we will talk about separately, but and we have 
put, in Congress, the supervisor in an untenable position where 
they can’t say, this shouldn’t go to press because it is flawed be- 
cause one it has been accepted for publication, under the amend- 
ment we passed last week in this Congress 

Dr. McCarthy. Uh-huh. 

Mr. Baird. — we put those supervisor, I think, in an unethical po- 
sition, and I intend to address this before it goes to conference. 

Dr. McCarthy. Well, if it is accepted for publication, let us say 
in a peer review journal, because of oversight in the review process, 
and that happens, as you know, all the time, then there are correc- 
tive measures. There are letters to the editor, there are subsequent 
papers. 

Mr. Baird. Sure, but you know that is like a retraction in jour- 
nalism. You know once the study is published, it gets quoted 
100,000 times. The retractions are minimal, and I will tell you that 
some journals substantially restrict and put much greater scrutiny 
on the retractions, I know this personally, than they do on the ini- 
tial publication. 

Dr. McCarthy. Certainly retractions but I think letters are often 
a very powerful way of dealing with that. 

Mr. Rothman. I thank the gentleman. I am going to take five 
minutes for questions. 

Political Pressure on Scientists 

Can the panel give me at least three examples of the kind of cen- 
sorship or problems in this Administration that our colleague from 
California suggests has taken or took place under the previous Ad- 
ministration? 

Mr. Maassarani. If I understand correctly, Mr. Rohrabacher was 
referring to grant decisions allowing funding of certain research 
proposals, as well as more recently he talked about, or the question 
that was under debate now, was whether there was a publication 
that had been 

Mr. Rothman. No, no, no. Just censorship 

Mr. Maassarani. Okay. 

Mr. Rothman. — or undue influence, the kind of things you were 
talking about in general terms in each of your respective testi- 
monies. At least three of you. 

Mr. Maassarani. Sure. I will give you an anecdote that comes 
from a confidential source of one of the agencies. Just find my 
notes real quick. 

This was a person that was positioned in the public affairs office 
of the agency. The predecessor for this person had been begged to 
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resign from this, to be reassigned from this position to another one 
because of the pressure that was associated with the position. Basi- 
cally they found themselves between the political appointees within 
the public affairs office and the scientists themselves and the infor- 
mation they were trying to get out. This person was told regarding 
one of the scientists, you make him be quiet. Get that guy to stop 
speaking to the public. It is your job. I cannot believe you cannot 
control that person. This person has, and I quote, was summoned 
to their political appointee’s supervisor’s office at times where their 
discussion would take place behind closed doors and involved White 
House offices such as the Office of Science and Technology Policy. 

This person was to inform the superiors of any interview re- 
quests from major news outlets that concerned climate change, and 
those would be rerouted through 

Mr. Rothman. That is one individual. Do we have any other ex- 
amples that either, anyone wishes to speak about? 

Dr. McCarthy. I can refer to examples which are in the testi- 
mony from our report. Atmospheric Pressure, in which 21 percent 
of the respondents, they personally experienced pressure to elimi- 
nate the words, climate change or global warming or other similar 
terms from a variety of communications. Fifteen percent of the re- 
spondents said they personally experienced changes or edits during 
review that changed the meaning of scientific findings, and then in 
all 58 percent of the scientists said they had personally experienced 
at least one incident of some form of interference within the last 
five years, a total of 435 incidents of political interference. And 
these are documented in our report. 

Mr. Rothman. Mr. Rampton, do you have any comment on this 
or 

Mr. Rampton. I think I will pass if that is okay. 

Mr. Rothman. Okay. And Mr. Kueter, since I see this hearing is 
among other things but most importantly what role the Congress 
should take in trying to prevent intimidation, censorship of sci- 
entists within the Federal Government by members of the Federal 
Government, do you have any examples about any conduct during 
this Administration that you found were examples of censorship on 
one, cutting one way or the other? 

Mr. Kueter. We haven’t analyzed the behavior of this particular 
Administration, but the book that I referenced in my testimony. Po- 
liticizing Science, documents at least four different cases of where 
there has been evidence of selective use of results over misinter- 
pretation of those findings or blatant interference in the conduct of 
experiments and in the behavior of past Administrations. 

Mr. Rothman. Okay. So for the last seven years, you haven’t 
studied the actions of what has gone on in our Federal Government 
for the last six years and change? 

Mr. Kueter. Not in terms of trying to conduct the kinds of sur- 
veys that these gentlemen are talking about. 

Mr. Rothman. Okay. So you are more of a historian then. You 
can tell us what happened in the last Administration but not the 
last six years? 

Mr. Kueter. I am a public policy analyst. That is, our role is to 
be 


Mr. Rothman. Okay. 
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Mr. Kueter. — involved in the contemporary debate. We have 
published this book, though that did take a more historical view of 
the questions that you raised. 

Mr. Rothman. Fair enough. I am going to save my 14 seconds 
unless there is another comment, Mr. Maassarani. 

Mr. Maassarani. I just wanted to say that our report is replete 
with the kind of examples that you are asking for. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rothman. I am now going to recognize our colleague and 
friend from California, Mr. Rohrabacher, for five minutes. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Well, thank you very much. I am dismayed 
that when we ask you for specific examples that you couldn’t come 
up with any. I mean, you are coming up with an unnamed source 
and coming up — give me a couple names out of there and say Dr. 
so and so said that on this occasion I had a scientific study that 
I was not permitted to publish or was not permitted to submit for 
people to look at. And give me the examples, and I am ready to 
take a look. Give me three examples. If you couldn’t do it just a 
minute ago, send them to my office. I will be happy to examine it. 
The answers you gave were, obviously were not satisfactory. 

Mr. Rothman. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Sure. Sure. 

Mr. Rothman. When the panelists said that 21 percent and three 
out of five responded that they experienced some censorship or 
pressure to change their findings or their findings were changed 
without prior notice, does the gentleman say that, deny that those 
findings or reports are correct? 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Yeah, I do, because I will suggest to you that 
when you take polls among people, how you ask a question and 
then how you analyze the answer makes all the difference in the 
world. And whether or not that person, for example, if someone 
says, do you think that there should be more research money on 
global warming, and the scientist says, why, yes, I do, and I think 
it is really discriminatory against our group of people who are re- 
sponsible for researching global warming, the fact that they don’t 
have a higher budget. Well, everybody wants a higher budget, and 
that analysis, giving him as an example, as see, here is a guy who 
is repressed. Well, this may be what we are having here, but I will 
be very happy, by the way, please submit to me, and I will give 
you a chance to get me the exact, if you have a specific example, 
give me three specific examples. I will be open-minded about it. 
And, again, I agree with my friend, this should be an open debate. 
My major argument today is not that we in some way should over- 
look if there has been some suppression of the argument on, by this 
Administration, we should overlook that. I would never suggest 
that. I am suggesting that we have suppression of this debate on 
the other side. 

And, again, if you have evidence that they are doing something 
wrong, specifically, rather than giving me some polling or some 
unnamed source who can say anything because he is anonymous, 
okay. Go right ahead. If you got some examples, I will, write them 
down. 
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Mr. Maassarani. Sure. Let me just say that they are unnamed 
for a reason, and a number of our sources are unnamed, and unfor- 
tunately, I can’t disclose their 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Well, the point is that we have heen, like the 
Administration has heen here seven years or six years now total, 
and if there were people who were in there facing this, there would 
he enough people on the outside to find someone who has heen will- 
ing to speak up without fear of losing their job. There is always, 
you know, people always say things anonymously and say, well, I 
just can’t say it publicly because I will lose my job. That is not a 
source to base judgments on. I can tell you that right now. There 
is a lot of other people on the outside who, if there was that repres- 
sion going on, could come out publicly and say, when I was there, 
this is what happened. 

Mr. Maassarani. Well, if it is very important to you, I can per- 
haps arrange for you to contact that source if you can ensure 
their 

Mr. Rohrabacher. No, no. 

Mr. Maassarani. — confidentiality as well. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Give me the names of several people. Give 
me the names 

Mr. Maassarani. Yes. I am ready to do so, sir, right now. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. — of three people. Do it on the record for 
Pete’s sake. 

Mr. Maassarani. Tom Knutson is a scientist who has had a 
media request denial. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. A media request denial. 

Mr. Maassarani. Denied. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Okay. 

Mr. Maassarani. On three occasions. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Has he had other requests that were grant- 
ed? 

Mr. Maassarani. Yes. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Oh, there you go. Okay. 

Mr. Maassarani. So some requests are okay and others are not. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Okay. 

Mr. Maassarani. Weatherald has had four press releases 
squashed. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Okay. 

Mr. Maassarani. And Christopher Millie, Weatherald is also 
from NOAA, and Christopher Millie from USGS 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Okay. 

Mr. Maassarani. — has had two press releases squashed. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Okay. So we have 

Mr. Maassarani. Three examples. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. — so you are suggesting that because someone 
is not permitted to send out a press release, now you are saying 
a press release. With the name of the governmental agency on top 
of the press release? They were denied that? And that is an exam- 
ple of suppression? 

Mr. Maassarani. When it is research that this scientist 

Mr. Rohrabacher. No, that is not suppression at all. If someone 
is, wants to send his research out to make sure that other sci- 
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entists know about it, becomes part of the public debate, that is a 
lot different than sending out press releases. 

Mr. Maassarani. These press releases are for the media to pick 
up on important research conducted by federal scientists. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Important research as, according to that re- 
searcher. There may be other scientists who disagree totally with 
that position. Now, you want to, you think that the Government 
should be sending out dueling press releases? Is that what it is? 

Mr. Maassarani. No. These are press releases that mark the re- 
lease of studies in peer-reviewed journals. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Well, that is what I am 

Mr. Maassarani. Each one of these press releases 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Okay. 

Mr. Maassarani. — I am referring to. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. And they were released in the peer, in the 
journals? 

Mr. Maassarani. Yes. They were 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Oh. Okay. 

Mr. Maassarani. — published in the journals. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. So here we have 

Mr. Maassarani. So other scientists found out about it but not 
the media. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. So you are ignoring 

Mr. Maassarani. Or the public. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. — the fact that the lead scientist from the De- 
partment of Energy was sacked when he came in by A1 Gore and 
the fact that they, that a guy who can actually publish his findings 
in a peer-review journal is being repressed because he can’t send 
out a press release with the name of the organization on the top. 

Mr. Rothman. The distinguished gentleman’s time is, for this 
round, concluded. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. You may have an example for us that you 
might want to put on the record. I mean. Dr. McCarthy. 

Mr. Rothman. While I think that any active injustice is some- 
thing to be criticized, condemned, and fixed, those that are farther 
back in history may be ones we cannot correct, but those acts of 
injustice or bad policy or bad behavior by people who are still in 
office I think are more relevant to this committee since we have it 
within our power as a coequal branch to check and balance any 
abuses by any other branch. 

Would any of you gentlemen like to talk about in more detail the 
meaning of my colleague and friend from California talks about or 
implies some insignificance to the squashing of a press release? 
First of all, is that all we are talking about, squashing of press re- 
leases, and what is the significance of these, of this, of these re- 
strictions? Dr. McCarthy. 

Mr. McCarthy. No. We are talking about much more than the 
squashing of press releases. I gave you some examples where peo- 
ple were told they could not use the words, “climate change,” “glob- 
al warming,” and the like. I will report documents with names, 70 
such sources. You can check those, and I think to somehow make 
reference to someone who was fired some years ago and cir- 
cumstances that we can’t possibly reconstruct at this point or to 
suggest that a Dutch and Italian scientist were not getting their 
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grants, I mean, my last four grant proposals were turned down. I 
am batting about one out of five. I have never suspected that there 
is some political motivation. I am not writing proposals that deal 
specifically with this subject. No one has ever told me, any of the 
federal agencies that if I did or didn’t funding would be different. 

I think you need to also look at how research funding works, and 
it is a review process that involves experts in the community. The 
decisions are made by program managers and study panels. I have 
worked extensively in such review analyses of panels of the Na- 
tional Science Foundation. I cannot think of any time in which 
there was ever any policy by the directorate of the foundation or 
the foundation in general or something that was thought mayhe 
coming on high that said this is the kind of research we should be 
supporting or the kind of research we should not be supporting. 

And perhaps I could explain that the way scientists get their 
work supported is not to write a proposal saying I want to go out 
and prove that something that people think is right is right. You 
get it funded because you say I think there is something wrong 
with our conventional position, and I am going to prove it. And 
that is what gets funded. 

Mr. Rothman. Doctor, is there any evidence, or any member of 
the panel, that there was a concerted effort or a conspiracy or a 
matter of agreed-upon policy by, at the highest levels of the Admin- 
istration to confine comments by scientists in federal employ or to 
censor their work? I mean, how high up does it go, or was it, were 
these the acts of renegade members of the Bush Administration? 

Mr. Maassarani. 

Mr. Maassarani. This depends a little bit on how you would de- 
fine a conspiracy. I think we do have high-level signals as is docu- 
mented in the report that comes down. We can only infer how sys- 
tematic these signals are and how much their affect has been. It 
definitely seems that White House offices are sending these signals 
through political appointees at the agencies and public affairs of- 
fices to — and in some very clear instances to suppress certain com- 
munications by scientists. I am not prepared to call this a con- 
spiracy with everyone involved at the high levels and the low levels 
against the scientists, but certainly there is something of concern 
going on. 

Mr. Rothman. Mr. Kueter, can you comment, although you 
haven’t made a study of the last six years, do you have an opinion 
on this? 

Mr. Kueter. Well, your colleagues in another committee in this 
Congress posted the deposition of Phil Cooney to their website as 
a product of a hearing that they had where he participated a few 
weeks ago. I would suggest you take time to read that lengthy doc- 
ument, because I think it reveals quite plainly that the proposition 
that has been offered doesn’t exist in the sense of there being high- 
level efforts in a coordinated attempt to suppress scientific discus- 
sion of climate issues. 

Mr. Rothman. But do you have any view as to, I hear you on 
the high level, the lack of high-level coordinated policy on this mat- 
ter, but do you have any information, evidence, or opinion as to 
whether these examples cited by these three other gentlemen did 
not take place in the Bush Administration in the last six years? 
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Mr. Kueter. I have no basis to judge the credibility of those 
claims, having not reviewed their studies in any great detail for 
that purpose. 

Mr. Rothman. I thank you. I think we have done it, and let me 
say this. I am going to be looking forward to reading the rec- 
ommendations in each and every one of you gentlemen on how to 
prevent the intimidation, censorship, or mischaracterization of sci- 
entific findings by federally-employed scientists by members of the 
Federal Government. 

I want to thank the witnesses again and under the rules of the 
Committee the record will be held open for two weeks for Members 
to submit any additional questions they might have to the wit- 
nesses. And if there is no objection, the witnesses are dismissed 
with our gratitude, and the hearing is adjourned. 

[Whereupon, at 3:55 p.m., the Subcommittee was adjourned.] 
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Answers to Post-Hearing Questions 

Responses by Sheldon Rampton, Research Director, Center for Media and Democracy, 
Madison, Wisconsin; Co-author, Trust Us We’re Experts: How Industry Manipu- 
lates Science and Gambles With Your Future 

Questions submitted by Chairman Brad Miller 

Ql. Why should the Congress care that an industry or major multinational corpora- 
tion funds a campaign of public relations to spin science^ Is this more than just 
an exercise of 1st Amendment rights'? 

Al. In the case of the tobacco industry, courts have found that the industry’s efforts 
to spin science reached the level of actual fraud which violated the law. It is one 
thing to publicly espouse a particular interpretation of scientific evidence when the 
scientific community itself is still divided over differing interpretations. It is another 
thing entirely to manufacture the APPEARANCE of doubt when the scientific evi- 
dence has become overwhelming. This was the case with the link between smoking 
and lung cancer, and has now become the case with respect to the link between 
human-produced greenhouse gas emissions and global warming. The tobacco indus- 
try’s own internal documents show that industry executives did understand the true 
state of the scientific evidence, making its public statements to the contrary delib- 
erate deceptions. The same thing appears to be true with respect to the current 
state of knowledge regarding global warming, and there are numerous examples of 
companies (such as the pharmaceutical industry) deliberately suppressing the publi- 
cation of data that conflicts with their marketing claims about the safety and effi- 
cacy of their products. These actions cannot reasonably be interpreted as merely the 
free expression of opinion. They constitute deliberate deception of the public and 
should not be tolerated. 

Corporations are not allowed to deliberately deceive their investors by withholding 
or falsifying information about business losses, pending lawsuits or other facts 
which have a bearing on assessing the risks of investing in them. I see no reason 
why they should be allowed to deliberately deceive the general public by with- 
holding or falsifying information about the risks which their activities pose to the 
environment or public health. 

Beyond the question of whether deliberate deception is involved, I think the public 
also has a right to know who is funding the science which is used as the basis for 
decisions that affect the public. 

Companies certainly have the right (and indeed, a responsibility) to fund research 
into the safety and efficacy of their products. This funding does not always create 
bias, but it is a strong indicator of potential bias. Numerous studies have found that 
research funded by a company which makes a particular product tends to exag- 
gerate the benefits and downplay the hazards associated with that product. This 
doesn’t necessarily reflect fraud on the part of the company or the researcher. It 
may simply mean that they are genuinely excited about the positive potential of the 
product and have an unconscious bias that influences their conclusions. I think it 
is problematic, however, when industry-funded research is presented to the public 
without full and prominent disclosure as to its source of funding. 

When the public is told that eating oat bran lowers cholesterol, it should also be 
informed that the research reaching that conclusion was sponsored by Quaker Oats. 
It is entitled to know that the “Princeton Dental Resource Center,” which claimed 
that eating chocolate actually reduced cavities, was financed by the M&M/Mars 
candy company and was not a part of Princeton University. 

Q2. Can you shed light on how we should think about the differences among non- 
profit public interest organizations that hire scientists and engage in public in- 
formation campaigns? Some argue that since there are groups on all side of all 
issues, with funding behind them, it makes no difference whether the donors are 
public-minded citizens or corporations with a material interest in a particular 
policy path? Is there any difference in your mind between those two kinds of 
cases? 

A2. I don’t think it is true to suggest that comparable funding is available to groups 
“on all side of all issues.” Aggregate data about the funding sources of science is 
hard to come by, but we can get a good idea of the resources available to various 
groups by looking at data on political giving. According to the Center for Public In- 
tegrity’s database of political giving, for example, the oil and gas industry gave 
$19,090,042 to national political candidates during the 2006 election cycle and spend 
$72,492,544 on lobbying. By comparison, environmental groups gave only $514,759 
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to electoral candidates and spent $7,687,264. That’s a 37-to-l ratio in political cam- 
paign giving, and more than a 9-to-l ratio in spending on lobbying. The National 
Beer Wholesalers Association alone gave $2,946,500, and that’s only part of the alco- 
holic beverages industry. I haven’t been able to find statistics on the political giving 
by groups concerned about the problems related to alcohol consumption such as 
Mothers Against Drunk Driving, but I’m sure it is minuscule by comparison. The 
sum total spent on lobbying by all single-issue ideological groups combined — pro- 
choice advocates, anti-abortionists, senior citizens, and a variety of other groups — 
was $113 million. By contrast, the health care industry alone spent $338,441,211, 
and corporate-sector lobbying for all industries combined was more than $2.3 billion. 

As these figures suggest, industry groups have much more money to spend on 
shaping public opinion and public policy than non-profit public interest organiza- 
tions, and this applies as well with respect to hiring of scientists for public informa- 
tion campaigns. 

Environmental groups and other issue-advocacy organizations certainly do hire 
scientists and make scientific arguments to promote their policy goals, and it is cer- 
tainly fair to expect that their scientists are as susceptible to bias as industry sci- 
entists. 

However, these groups have a lot less money with which to promote biased 
science than the corporate sector. As a practical matter, the biases that we need to 
worry about the most are the biases held by people who have the money and power 
to influence policies. 


Question submitted by Representative F. James Sensenbrenner Jr. 

Ql. In your testimony you illustrate how industry influences the media through sur- 
rogate organizations. Have you looked into whether or not advocacy organiza- 
tions use the same techniques^ 

Al. As I stated in my answer to the second question by Chairman Miller, the sci- 
entific claims made by advocacy organizations should be greeted with the same ex- 
pectations of tendentious bias that should be applied to claims made by industry- 
funded scientists. However, the specific use of “surrogates” — by which I mean the 
use of scientists as third-party spokespersons without disclosure of their industry 
sponsorship — is something that advocacy organizations rarely if ever do. I cannot 
think of a single instance where a group such as Greenpeace or the Center for 
Science in the Public Interest or the National Right to Life Committee or the Na- 
tional Rifle Association has sponsored a scientist to act as their spokesperson while 
concealing that sponsorship. To the contrary, most advocacy organizations actively 
publicize their relationship with the scientists in their employ. 

The reason for this is simple: Advocacy organizations have no motive to conceal 
their sponsorship of scientists. A typical advocacy organization seeks funding from 
the public, and it wants potential donors to believe that it is doing a great deal and 
accomplishing a lot with their contributions. If a group like Greenpeace hires a sci- 
entist to produce a report on global warming, therefore, it has a strong incentive 
to inform people that it has done so. Moreover, there is no advantage to conceal- 
ment. A scientist’s affiliation with a group like Greenpeace does not diminish the 
credibility of that scientist’s claims in the eyes of the general public (and especially 
not in the eyes of potential Greenpeace donors) in the same way that a scientist’s 
credibility may be diminished if he is known to be working for ExxonMobil. 

There is, however, a related problem of third-party surrogacy related to advocacy 
organizations. Many think tanks and advocacy groups are themselves used as surro- 
gates for undisclosed interests, in the same way that individual scientists are used 
for this purpose. For example, the Philip Morris tobacco company created a group 
called The Advancement of Sound Science Coalition (TASSC) to publicly dispute the 
science linking secondhand cigarette smoke to lung cancer. The company went to 
great lengths to conceal the fact that TASSC was created by one of its public rela- 
tions firms and funded almost entire with corporate grants. There are many groups 
of this type — the “American Council on Science and Health,” “Citizens for the Integ- 
rity of Science,” or “Consumer Alert” — which receive most of their funding from cor- 
porate sponsors rather than individual donors while declining to disclose the iden- 
tity of their actual funders. 

My organization, the Center for Media and Democracy, has long advocated that 
nonprofit organizations which receive teix-exempt status should be required, as a 
condition for teix exemption, to disclose a list of all of their significant institutional 
funders. 
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Just as the public has a right to know who is funding the scientific research that 
is used to influence public opinion and public policy, the public also ought to know 
who is funding the work of other groups that seek to influence them. 



85 


Answers to Post-Hearing Questions 

Responses by James J. McCarthy, Alexander Agassiz Professor of Biological Ocean- 
ography, Harvard University; Board Member, Union of Concerned Scientists 

Questions submitted by Chairman Brad Miller 

Ql. Dr. McCarthy, in January 2007, a spokesman for ExxonMobil said the company 
had stopped funding climate skeptic organizations such as the Competitiveness 
Enterprise Institute. Do you know if ExxonMobil is still funding a campaign of 
climate science doubt? How could we verify what role they are playing? 

Al. UCS’s January 2007 Report, Smoke, Mirrors and Hot Air, found that between 
1998 and 2005, ExxonMobil tunneled close to $16 million to 43 groups working to 
manufacture uncertainty around global warming science. Faced with public outrage 
over its cynical campaign to delay action on global warming, ExxonMobil has 
launched a PR campaign aimed at softening its image as a climate skeptic. The com- 
pany finally acknowledges the global warming threat and has cut funding for some 
of the most egregious climate contrarians groups, including the Competitive Enter- 
prise Institute. 

However, Exxon’s 2006 World Giving Report reveals that twenty four of the 
groups identified in the UCS report received an additional $1.6 million in funding 
in 2006. Four groups that received continued funding in 2006 have consistently been 
at the center of ExxonMobil’s fight against action on global warming: The Heartland 
Institute, George C. Marshall Institute, American Legislative Exchange Council and 
Frontiers of Freedom. A leaked 1998 American Petroleum Institute memo linked 
these groups to the Global Climate Science Communications Plan, a multi-year, 
multi-million dollar strategy to manufacture uncertainty around the science of glob- 
al warming. Total 2006 funding to these groups alone was $421,000 with a sum of 
over $3.6 million since 1998. 

Q2. In his written testimony, Mr. Kueter charges that groups like UCS and the Brit- 
ish Royal Society are “seeking to silence honest debate and discussion of our 
most challenging environmental issue — climate change.” He also writes that “the 
censorship of voices that challenge and provoke is antithetical to liberty and con- 
trary to the traditions and values of free societies.” Is there an effort to silence 
honest debate? Dr. McCarthy, do you want to comment on these claims? 

A2. UCS supports “honest debate and discussion of our most challenging environ- 
mental issue-climate change.” The key word is “honest” as some individuals have 
a long history of invoking outdated publications that have been subsequently over- 
turned by many additional peer-reviewed papers that have pointed out the flaws in 
the original evidence, methods, etc. This is “cherry picking” at its most dishonest. 
UCS supports open dialogue and full discussion of all evidence-based science that 
represents the current state of knowledge. In other words, the UCS is totally com- 
mitted to the antithesis of censorship and the exact opposite of silencing honest sci- 
entific debate. 

Q3. Dr. McCarthy, in your view does the Marshall Institute do scientific work? How 
does it compare to the kind of work done by research scientists in universities 
or even the work done by a body such as the IPCC? 

A3. University research findings typically result in a publication with several re- 
search authors that is peer-reviewed by a few external experts. Any errors in these 
publications typically become apparent through formal “comment” and “reply” publi- 
cations in the original journal. The evaluation process occurs further when subse- 
quent articles are published in other respected journals that point out the errors or 
confirm the original hypothesis. The IPCC effectively re-reviews the published cli- 
mate science on a more comprehensive scale. For example, the Working Group I 
contribution to the IPCC in 2007 received and fully considered around 30,000 review 
comments. 

The IPCC’s technical reports derive their credibility principally from a, trans- 
parent, and iterative peer review process that is far more extensive than that associ- 
ated with scientific journals. This is due to the number of reviewers, the breadth 
of their disciplinary backgrounds and scientific perspectives, and the inclusion of 
independent “review editors” who certify that all comments have been fairly consid- 
ered and appropriately resolved by the authors. Furthermore, according to IPCC 
principles, lead authors are “required to record views in the text which are scientif- 
ically or technically valid, even if they cannot be reconciled with a consensus view.” 
Finally, it is important to note that the authors of IPCC reports are nominated by 
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national governments, and the final IPCC reports are approved by delegations from 
more than one hundred nations (including the U.S.A. and all other industrialized 
nations). 

Several organizations, some non-profit and others with links to commercial inter- 
ests, endeavor to translate climate science into forms that are more accessible to the 
general public and the policy community. When a report from any such group, in- 
cluding the George C. Marshall Institute, appears to provide a new interpretation 
or synthesis of findings (since most of these organizations do not conduct original 
scientific research) it is important to ask who authored the report, by whom was 
it reviewed and what are these individuals’ credentials. If authors and reviewers are 
not named, if the process by which the report was written and reviewed seems 
opaque or if the authors of a climate report do not have the stature of IPCC authors, 
then one needs to be cautious, especially if the intent of the report is to challenge 
conventional science. 

Q4. Dr. McCarthy, some people seem to have the impression that the IPCC and var- 
ious National Academy statements reflect “consensus” views that ignore the work 
of scientists who hold other views. Are they correet? 

A4. The word “consensus” is often invoked, and sometimes questioned, when speak- 
ing of IPCC reports. In fact, there are two arenas in which a consensus needs to 
be reached in the production of IPCC assessments; one is the meeting of the entire 
IPCC, in which unanimity is sought among government representatives. Even 
though such consensus is not required (countries are free to register their formal 
dissent), agreement has been reached on all documents and “Summary for Policy- 
makers” (SPMs) to date-a particularly impressive fact. 

Consensus is also sought among the scientists writing each chapter of the tech- 
nical reports. Because it would be clearly unrealistic to aim for unanimous agree- 
ment on every aspect of the report, the goal is to have all of the working group’s 
authors agree that each side of the scientific debate has been represented fairly. 

IPCC ensures that the scientific credibility and political legitimacy of its reports 
represents fairly the range of scientific understanding of climate change. To this 
end, the IPCC provides several channels for input from experts along the entire 
spectrum of scientific views, including those of statured scientists who do not expect 
large future anthropogenic effects on climate. 

First, accredited NGOs from all sides of the issue are welcome as observers at the 
opening plenary session and some other sessions over the course of the report pro- 
duction cycle. In addition, well-known contrarians can and do become contributing 
authors by submitting material to lead authors, and play advisory roles for their 
governments by working with government representatives to revise and approve the 
final SPMs.i 

The presence of climate change experts from industry and environmental organi- 
zations in the assessment process also illustrates the IPCC’s desire to seek input 
from outside traditional research institutions. Industry examples have included rep- 
resentatives from the Electric Power Research Institute and ExxonMobil. Environ- 
mental examples have included representatives from Environmental Defense, the 
Natural Resources Defense Council, and others all over the world. 

Climate contrarians frequently claim that the IPCC produces politically motivated 
reports that show only one side of the issues.^ Given the many stages at which ex- 
perts from across the political and scientific spectrum are included in the process, 
however, this is a difficult position to defend. 


Questions submitted by Representative F. James Sensenbrenner Jr. 

Ql. Your organization receives a substantial amount of money from private founda- 
tions. 

a. Does that money come with the strings attached? 

b. Do you think ExxonMobil’s contributions to Stanford, Yale, Harvard, Prince- 
ton, MIT, Columbia, the University of Texas, and Carnegie Mellon came with 
strings attached? 

c. Do you think those contributions influence those institution’s work? 

d. Why do you think similar contributions will impact the organizations in your 
report? 


1 Edwards, P., and S. Schneider. 1997. Climate change: Broad consensus or “scientific cleans- 
ing”? Ecofables I Ecoscience 1:3-9. 

^Masood, E. 1996. Head of climate group rejects claims of political influence. Nature 381:455. 
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Al. The majority of grants to the Union of Concerned Scientists from private foun- 
dations are designated for specific projects as described in the grant proposal. Most 
importantly, the genesis for the project lies with UCS, not the foundation. UCS 
writes proposals for various projects which are funded only if the foundation decides 
the proposal is in line with its priorities. 

In the UCS report Smoke, Mirrors and Hot Air there is a comparison between the 
large donations by ExxonMobil to university research compared to the relatively 
smaller proportion given to organizations that have historically misrepresented sci- 
entific understanding about climate change. For example the report notes: 

“In its most significant effort of this kind, ExxonMobil has pledged $100 million 
over ten years to help underwrite Stanford University’s Global Climate and En- 
ergy Project. According to the program’s literature, the effort seeks to develop 
new energy technologies that will permit the development of global energy sys- 
tems with significantly lower global warming emissions.” 

The UCS report does not express any concerns about the value or independence 
of the work done by these academic institutions. Similarly, the report does not di- 
rectly claim that ExxonMobil’s contributions to organizations that have a record of 
misrepresenting the current knowledge about the science of climate change were an 
attempt to influence the views or writings of those groups. Rather, our claim is that 
ExxonMobil’s funding of these groups serves to amplify the misleading messages of 
these groups and confuses the public on the climate issue. 

Q2. It is important to separate scientific interference from policy guidance. You in- 
cluded the following question in your survey: “Question 6, The U.S. Government 
has done a good job funding climate change research.” How does a budget ques- 
tion equate to seientific interference^ 

A2. Our survey was designed to obtain information about the general work environ- 
ment for U.S. Government climate scientists, and as such, not every question ad- 
dressed the problem of direct political interference in the work of scientists. Reduc- 
ing funding for a particular line of research does not necessarily equate to direct 
political interference in science, and this question was not asked with that inference 
in mind. 

However, the results of this question (more than half of the respondents disagreed 
that the U.S. Government has done a good job funding climate change research) and 
the large number of essay responses on the topic of funding may be taken as sup- 
porting evidence for a funding crisis in federal climate science. When adjusted for 
inflation, federal funding for climate science has fallen since the mid-1990s.® A 2005 
report by the National Research Council (NRC)’s Committee on Earth Science and 
Applications from Space concluded that our system of Earth-observation satellites 
is at “risk of collapse” and is jeopardized by delays and cancellations of several 
planned NASA satellite missions.'^ 

In a statement earlier this year, the Board of Directors of the American Associa- 
tion for the Advancement of Science (AAAS) echoed the concerns of the NRG com- 
mittee and called upon Congress and the administration to implement the NRG rec- 
ommendations “for restoring U.S. capabilities in Earth observations from space to 
acceptable levels.”® 

High-quality data about our climate is the crucial first in^edient to under- 
standing the science of climate change and crafting effective policies for dealing with 
the threat. 


® American Association for the Advancement of Science. 2007. Climate Change Science Pro- 
gram Budget, by Agency. Online at http:! I www.aaas.org I spp I rd I ccsp07cht.pdf 
^National Research Council, Committee on Earth Science and Applications from Space. 2005. 
Earth Science and Applications from Space: Urgent Needs and Opportunities to Serve the Nation. 
Washington, DC: The National Academies Press. 

®AAAS Board Statement on The Crisis in Earth Observation from Space. April 28, 2007. On- 
line at http:! Iwww.aaas.org leos 
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Answers to Post-Hearing Questions 

Responses by Tarek F. Maassarani, Staff Attorney, Government Accountability 
Project 

Questions submitted by Chairman Brad Miller 

Ql. Mr. Maassarani, could you elaborate on your observation that media policies 
were often driven from offices in the White House complex^ 

Al. Most prominently, our report detailed numerous instances in which White 
House executive offices are involved in the editing and clearance of scientific re- 
ports. To what extent the White House has interfered with media communications, 
and in particular shaped media policies, is less concretely established. Our report 
documents several examples where the White House was connected to practices that 
restricted media communications. Consider, for example, an e-mail dated June 13, 
2005, in which National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) public af- 
fairs officer Kent Laborde tells a NOAA senior scientist Venkatachalam 
Ramaswamy: 

CEQ [Counsel on Environmental Quality] and OSTP [Office of Science and 
Technology Policy] have given the green light for the interview with Ram. They 
had me call Juliet [Eilperin, the reporter who requested the interview] to find 
out more specifics. She will be asking the following: 

• what research are you doing with climate change 

• what research has been encouraged or discouraged by the administration 

• what interaction has he had with the administration 

• does he have free reign to conduct the research her [sic] wants to do 

I told Juliette [sic] that he feels comfortable to comment only on science and 
does not want to loose [sic] his scientific objectivity by addressing policy/potitical 
[sic] questions. She said since he is not a policy-maker, she wouldn’t ask policy 
questions. 

Michele [St. Martin of CEQ] wants me to monitor the call and report back to 
her when it’s done. . . 

Similarly, an anonymous public affairs officer at NASA told us how he sat in on 
phone calls made between public affairs headquarters and OSTP discussing control 
of certain scientists’ media exposure. 

Such incidents compounded by the lack of transparent decision-making above the 
heads of scientists and mid-and high-level public affairs staff suggest that the chain 
of command reaches up to the White House for media communications dealing with 
sensitive science. Nonetheless, with the exception of the Climate Change Science 
Program (CCSP), this high-level involvement in routine media communications was 
never stated or put forward as official policy — as distinct from practice. In the case 
of the CCSP, which has significant representation from White House offices on its 
communications working group, it has been clearly stated as a matter of policy that 
CCSP staff is not authorized to talk to the press. Rather, media inquiries are re- 
ferred to NOAA or the CEQ chairman. 

Q2. In your review of e-mails and interviews with scientists, do you always see the 
hand of the White House — either the President’s Council on Environmental 
Quality or the Office of Science and Technology Policy — behind climate change 
suppression efforts'? 

A2. As discussed above, there is limited direct evidence of White House involvement 
with climate change suppression efforts in our FOIA and interview record. What we 
have found however suggests that this is not because these efforts do not exist, but 
because they are opaque and evasive. White House involvement seems to occur by 
telephone or in person, to which only a select few individuals within the agency are 
privy. Although outgoing e-mail traffic from the agencies suggested White House in- 
volvement, our FOIA obtained few if any e-mails from the executive offices. As you 
are well aware, Waxman’s staff has had similar difficulties obtaining information 
about White House communications with its agencies. 
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Answers to Post-Hearing Questions 
Responses by Jeff Kueter, President, George C. Marshall Institute 

Questions submitted by Chairman Brad Miller 

Ql. Mr. Kueter, when did the Marshall Institute receive its last funding from 
ExxonMobil or its foundation? 

Al. We received support from ExxonMobil in 2006. 

Q2. Do you currently have a financial relationship with Exxon Mobil, its foundation 
or any of its public relations firms to fund work on climate science or any other 
issue. 

A2. We have submitted renewal proposals to ExxonMobil in support of our climate 
change and energy policy programs for 2007. 

Q3. How did the Marshall Institute become aware that ExxonMobil was funding pol- 
icy organizations to support a climate science work? funding from ExxonMobil 
or its foundation? 

A3. The Marshall Institute’s climate program began in 1989. The Institute did not 
begin accepting corporate contributions until 1999 even though the Institute was ac- 
cused of being “corporate financed.” A statement by a past Institute Executive Di- 
rector explaining this change in policy is available at http:! / www.marshall.org ! arti- 
cle. php?id= 17, which is a reprint of an op-ed appearing in the Wall Street Journal 
on July 2, 1997. I was not employed with the Marshall Institute during this period 
and am not aware of the circumstances surrounding the receipt of the first grant 
from ExxonMobil. A review of the available records shows that the Institute pre- 
pared a grant request to the Exxon Education Foundation for general operations 
support in August 1999. 

Q4. Have you or any other figures associated with the Marshall Institute ever par- 
ticipated in a meeting or conference involving Exxon Mobil representatives or 
representatives of its foundation to discuss how to carry out your climate science 
work or to coordinate that work among other organizations funded by 
ExxonMobil? 

A4. I review the substance of our past activities and our plans for the future at an 
annual meeting with a designated representative of ExxonMobil. This meeting is 
held in conjunction with the submission of our annual report on activities and re- 
quest for renewal. Such meetings are common practice. Our programs and activities 
are designed and implemented independently of any supporter or interest Subse- 
quently, the Institute’s climate program is independently reviewed and approved by 
our board of directors. The Institute’s Chief Executive Officer, William O’Keefe, has 
an acknowledged private business relationship with ExxonMobil. We participate in 
numerous meetings and conferences discussing climate change, some of which in- 
volve sponsors or potential sponsors. 

Questions Submitted by Representative F. James Sensenbrenner Jr. 

Ql. In 2005 the Marshall Institute reported on the funding for climate change re- 
search, in particular you contrasted the difference between contributions from in- 
dustry with those of private foundations and the Federal Government. 

Al. Yes, we published a report in 2005, Funding Flows for Climate Change Re- 
search and Related Activities (Jittp:! I www.marshall.org I article.php?id=289), exam- 
ining financial support by foundations and the Federal Government to non-profit 
groups and universities for climate-related activities. We were motivated to explore 
the efforts which are often made to impugn the credibility by virtue of their associa- 
tions and financial relationships rather than scrutiny of their beliefs or objective re- 
search. 

Q2. Please walk us through your findings. In particular, how does funding from in- 
dustry differ with funding from private foundations? 

A2. Our study compiled data on grants from private foundations to nonprofit insti- 
tutes for the period 2000-2002 and for Federal Government expenditures over a 
range of years. Our main findings were: 

• The study of climate change science and the policy ramifications of climate 
change is a multi-billion dollar enterprise in the United States. 
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• Private foundations distribute a minimum of $35-50 million annually to non- 
profit organizations and universities to comment on or study various elements 
of the climate change debate. With respect to foundation grants, unlike many 
other studies of the same topic, we limited our focus solely to those grants 
specifically designated as supporting a climate change-related effort. Given 
this constraint, our estimates are, if anything, low. 

• This support was significant for many of the receiving institutions. Climate 
change-related projects accounted for over 25 percent of the three-year total 
reported grants and contributions received by 10 of the top 20 institutions. 
For six organizations, climate change grants accounted for 50 percent of their 
reported grants and contributions received. 

• A cursory glimpse of the list of recipients of those private funds reveals that 
the vast majority are spent by groups favoring restrictions on carbon dioxide 
emissions and who believe that climate change requires dramatic government 
action. 

• The U.S. Federal Government spent nearly $2 billion to support climate 
change science programs in FY 2004. 

• More than 2,000 separate climate change-related grants were distributed by 
federal departments and agencies in FY 2002, the most recent year for which 
comprehensive data is available. 

• Federal support for R&D in the environmental sciences field has tripled in 
the past 20 years, rising from $1.2 billion in 1980 to $3.6 billion in 2002, ac- 
cording to data available from the National Science Foundation. 

• In the field of atmospheric science, for example, federally funded R&D ac- 
counted for more than 80 percent of total expenditures for nearly one-half of 
the top 30 institutions in the five-year period (1998-2002). 

• If funding alone invariably affects findings and opinions, then what should we 
make of the significantly greater amounts spent by foundations and the Fed- 
eral Government? The American scientific enterprise is critically dependent 
on funding from the Federal Government and without that support would 
contract dramatically. While the growth in federal support for R&D brings 
new opportunities, it also has resulted in near complete dependence of indi- 
vidual researchers and university programs on puhlicly-financed R&D. Yet, 
the focus remains on the alleged distorting influence of corporate funding on 
scientific results despite the fact that there are powerful incentives to avoid 
such conflicts of interest. In the end, if the alleged distorting influences of fi- 
nancial ties are true, then they impact all participants in the marketplace of 
ideas. 
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MBACaBW IHE KIESCE OT CUMAIE OlANGt: <_ 

EXfX'lTIVE SI MMAR^' AND SYNTHESIS 

This rc|>oft, which presents and synthesizes the findings of a year-long 
investigation to detertninc the extent of political interference at federal climate science 
agencies, demonstrates how policies and practices have increasingly restricted the flow of 
scicntilic information emerging from puhlicK -funded climate change research. This has 
affected the media's ability' to report on the science, public oflicials' capacity to respond 
w ith appropriate policies, and the puMic's grasp of an environmental issue w Hlt profound 
consequences for our future. 

Conducted by the Oovemment Accountability Project, the investigation 
incorporated dozens of interv'iews; a review of thousands of I'reedom of Information .Act 
disclosures, internal documents, and public records: and a comprehensive search of news 
archives.' .Although the investigation focused heav-ily on the National (Xeanic and 
/Atmospheric .Administration, it abo included the National /Aeronautics and Space 
/Administration, the Environmental Protection /Agency, the 17.S. Cieological Survey, tlie 
IXtparUnent of .Agriculture, and the Climate Change SciciKX Program. 

A perception of inappropriate political interference is widespread among 
employees of the federal climate science agencies and programs, as well as among 
journalists from national, mainstream outlets who cover their research. This perception is 
substantiated by evidence from inside sources, scientists’ personal testimonies, 
journalists, and Freedom of Information .Act disclosures. 

The investigation found no incidents of direct interference with climate change 
research. Instead, unduly restrictive policies and practices were located largely in the 
(xmmumcalion of "sensitive*' scientifK' information to the media, the public, and 
Congress. In this context “sensitive scientific information" is meant to signify that 
science which docs not support existing policy positions or objectives in research dealing 
with the effects of climate change or greenhouse gases on hurricanes, sea levels. .-Arctic 
ice loss, marine life, and human society. 

InterferetKe with media communications ittcludcs delaying, monitoring, 
screening, and denying interviews, as well as delay, dental, and iiuippropriate editing of 
press releases. Inlcrferetwe with the public and Congress irK'ludes inappropriate editing, 
delay, and suppression of reports atuf other printed and onlirve material. These restrictive 
communication policies and practices are largely characterized by internal 
inconsistencies, ambiguity, and a lack of transparency In turn, they send chilling signals 
to federal employees, including scientists and public alTaits olTieeis. that reinforce the 
suppression of "sensitive" information. 

There » a clear trend toward increasingly restrictive policies attd practices 
unsupported by any ofTiciol justification from the ageiK-ies and programs, Why are these 
restrictions becoming more pervasive than ever before? The evideiKe suggests that 
incidents of interference are often top-down reactions to science that has negative policy 


' For more Biformanon, are Appendts B Aboul Ihts report and the mvesugation 
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Of public relatioiM implications for the admmutralion. Attempts to impose such 
restrictions arc sometimes unsuccessful and even counter-productive; how frequently 
they succeed unrcported. however, cannot be quantified. Although restrictive practices 
lend to target the small number of fedeni employees working with sensitive information, 
the overbroad opplicatioii of restrictive policies and their chilling elTect impact a wide 
range of personnel. 

I>irectives and signals from executive ofTiccs such as the Council on 
I'jivironmental Quality, the Office of .Management and Ifudget. and the Office of Science 
and Technology Policy are channeled through political appointees and younger 
politically-aligned career civil servants at lower-level press and policy offices. These 
communications largely take place otT the record, frequently deviating from written 
policy guidelines and involving individuals with few scientific qualifications. \Vlierea.s 
low-level agency and program support staff are typically sympathetic to the scientists and 
their science, as one scientist noted, “the closer you get to Washington, the more hostile 
(they ore to the sciencel.• ** Despite supportive rhetoric, senior managers who are aware of 
the perception and even the inciderMs of interference largely fail to address them. To tlte 
contrary, they titay he conforming to prcs.sures from above to downplay politically- 
inconvenient science. 

Ulielher these restrictise commimicalion policies and practices have precipitated 
overt and. often, well-publicitied incidents or have acted by more subtle processes, their 
effect has been to misrepresent and under-represent the ta.xpayer-funded scientific 
know ledge generated by federal climate science agetKies and programs. In some cases, 
the policies and practices constitute constitutional and statutory infringements of the 
federal climate science employees' free speech and whistleblower rights. In most cases, 
the policies and practices uixlcrmiiK the govemnKnt's inherent obligation to disseminate 
the results of puMicly-furtdcd research. 

liKTeosed congressional and media attention on the political suppression of 
clinute scieiKe has often resulted in slalemcnts of commitment to scientific openness and 
a loosening of communication policies and their application. This pressure ha.s led to 
actual or anticipated reforms, os well as improved morale, at N.AS.A and NO.\.A. though 
institutional prubleias and policy weaknesses remain. Even in rhetoric, this reform 
movement has largely missed ongoing problems at EP.A and CCSP. 

The Governmen! AccounlabiUly Prefect recommends the execuitve branch and all federal 
agencies that support climaie change research: 

• Implement a clear and transparent “notice and recap" media policy in which only 

a prior notification to public affairs and a subsequent follow-up are required. 
Correspondingly, eliminate mandatory pre-approval for media contacts, selective 
routing of media requests, drafting of anticipated ipicstions and answers by 
scientists prior to interviews, and monhoring of media communications. 
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• t>e\vlop a transparent communications policN’ at the Climate Change Science 
ht>gram and streamline the approval process for its products luid 
communications. 

• Rcallirm and educate federal employees about their right to speak on any subject 
so long os they make clear that they arc expressing their personal viesss and do 
not use government lime and resources - with the important proviso that no 
restrictions apply when federal employees are e.xercising their whistleblower 
rights to disclose unclossilled information that is reasonably believed to cvidetKe 
illegality, gross waste, gross mismanagement, abuse of power, or substantial and 
specific danger to public health or safety. 

• [hing media policies into compliance with the .AiUi-dag Statute. Whistleblower 
Protection .'\ct. and related provisions, and provide clear regulatiorts as to what 
constitutes properly classified, sensitive, or restricted information. 

• Hnsure the timely and pro-active coordination of press releases artd media 
contacts so as to promote rather than limit the flow of infomtation. 

• Ensure that content editing and scientific quality control remain with qualified 
scientists and the pecr-revievv process. 

• Reaflhm and educate federal employees on their right to review any final draft 
that is to be published under their name or that substantially references their 
research. 

• Establish accourttability procedures that increa.se transparency and provide for 
internal reporting of undue interfereiKc w ith setetKe. 

• Investigate and correct inappropriate policies, practices, and incidents such os 
those described in this report. 

The CHn'ernmeni Accoumahilit)' Project recommends that Congress: 

• Enact legislation that protects federal free speech and whistlebkwver rights, with 
particular reference to employ ees of federal science agencies. 

• Ensure that objective and independent science is the basis for policymaking 

• Strer^then its essential oversight functions with regard to the integrity of 
communicatiorts about scientific research. 
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IvrRooi c'rioN 

Clinule scicnlists* uotk consblx piitiunly of research; observatiom. process 
studies, and modeling aclisilies designed to enhance our understoitding of climate change 
and v-ariobility. The investigation hy the Govemmenl Accountability Project (GAP) has 
uiKovered no coiKTcte evidetKe that political actors ore directly and tvillfully intertering 
with this I'undomental aspect of scientific wori. This findii^ is supported by a sun ey of 
federal climate scientists conducted hy the I'nion of Concerned Scientists (I'CSj, whose 
results show that 88*« and 70** of scientists polled believe, respectively, that U.S. federal 
govemmenl climate research b of generally excellent quality and that federal climate 
research b independent and impartial.’ largely, .seientbts renuin free to choose their 
topics of interest, conduct research, and publish their results in scientific journals without 
being told otherwise.* 

Joumab such as Sature, Sctenct, the Journal of Climate, the Journal of the 
.-Irmoip^nc Sciences, the Journal of Geophysical Research, and the Bulletin cjf the 
.American Meteorological Society ore held in high esteem by the scientific community. 
/Ml the scientists we spoke to on thb topic considered that, by virtue of the rigorous 
refereed and peer-review process and the ready opportunities for cross-validation, the 
conclusions that emerge from the scientific literature are of the highest quality and 
objectivity.* Not surprisingly, the freedom to pubibh in scientific journals b widely 
cherished and celebrated, and not just by scietOisls. In response to criticism, agency 
management commonly points to the scientists* freedom to conduct research and pubibh 
in scientific literature. Consider Robert Atlas. Director of the .Atlantic tXeanogrophic 
and Meteorological laboratory (.AOMl.) at the National (Xeank and .Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA). when asked about scientific integrity at his agency:* 

I have not observed any political interference with our ability at .AOML to 
communicate scientific information. All of our scientists are free to publish then 
results in the refereed .scientific literature and to present hi^ quality research at 
national or intemational conferences. Only the quality of the research is 
scrutinized and scientists arc encouraged to present their conclusions that are 
supported by their research. 


* Surrey of Federal Clanote Snentisu. UCS Scientiric Inteyity ftognim (1006) questxm *$, 7 In 
sununct 2006, UCS aiailcd pruned surreys to tDoee than 1.600 federal icicrttisu. represeidutg ad the 
cItnMe scieniBts U(2S could rdenu^' throughcaa the aiayor federal ogerKies conducting clanale lesearch. os 
well at the National Center for AtmespherK Research The surrey featured 40 quesuona. including 39 
mullgdc-chatoe questimi and csk openknded eaay question Three hindicd eight surveys, including I }2 
essay responses, were comptned and returned to UCS 

* See, e.g,. anonymous tab drrector. communicalions wah Maasaaran (October 19. 2(X)6) newJ on file 
with OAF, Conr^ Lautenbadiet. ~We'tc Funding Chnsale Science. Not Muztling It." LetW to the Kditoc 
in the Wadtmgion FortfApnl 19. 2006) 

* llll*a of survey respondents noted that they 'generally seek to publish (that] research faidings m peer- 
reviewed klersture'' Surrey of Federal nnnote Scseraiota, IKS Saoilific Inlegnty Prcgian (2006) 
questuni 04 

Richard Spinrad. cominunscation wah Maaasarani (October II. 2006)ivconfofiJI<r wtSiOM‘. 

* Robert Atlas, oominunicaticin wah Ntaanarsm (October 12, 2006) rrconlonfite wiAOAP, 
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In May 2006. Ihc National Science Board (NSB) issued a report in response to a 
request front Senator fohn McCain (R-AZ) examining the policies of science agencies 
with regard to the suppression of scientific research, noting that:’ 

Congressional aspirations for public access to the Federal agencies' scientific 
information |ate| frequently reflected in statutory language, which generally 
requires or permits the generation, dissemination, and publication of the agencies' 
research results aitd information. We are only aware of one situation... where 
statutory language aulhorues Federal agencies to w ithliold unclassified technical 
findings from public disclosure, and then only for a “leasonable" amount of time 
We fouitd only a few relevant Federal regulations for the disclosure of research 
fuidings. which generally encourage publication of research results. 

Ilie NSB report's findings described the existence of dissemination policies but provided 
scant in-depth analysis of their content or application. The report went on to c^ukTude 
little more than that ~disscmiiutian policies and practices of the ageiK'ics |wete| 
iiK'onsistent across the govenunent.''* However. G.AP's investigation has uncosered 
w here di.ssemination policies and practices fall short of the Congressional ideals laid out 
above. We show that the variation in these policies and practices tracks politically salient 
events, sensitive research, and the scientists who conduct this research. 

In contra-st to the ntore robust freedoms of scientific research and publication, tlie 
restrictions that our investigations document occnitrcd more frequently with the 
communication of scientific information to the media. Congress, and the general public, 
(icnctally. scientists consider such communication a minor, if not discretionary or even 
disruptive, aspect of their work.* Oite scientist w as quick to point out that it is not a part 
of his job description '* In light of the lower priority they tertd to attach to public 
relations than to actual scientific researcii and its publication for fellow scientists, it is 
striking that this issue has recently captured the attention of so many scientists. 

lake many of us, federal scientists realize that it is the communication of their 
work to decision makers and the public that ultimately justifies their employment at the 
science agencies." The govermnent would not have committed such tremendous 
resources to science if it was little more than an academic exercise. Yet os much as 


’ Attadinicni 4 to NSB-06.60. Letter to Sen McCain (May \0,XOS)ncordanfilf mttCuiP. 

' Ncnetheless Dr Warren W'ashmgtoa chairman of ihe NSB oral senior ctmsale scwnusi at the Notiofial 
Center for Almosphenc Research (NCARX told on audience that The news media is not getting ihe full 
story, especially from govemncnl scicnlutt* at a dvee-day oonference entitled "Climate Change and the 
Future of the i^encon W'est' m curly tune of 2006 In a June S. 2006i article for the Rod}' .Ifosintwn 
iVews, reporter Jin Hnekson cites a personal interview with Dr Wodnngton in which he said "that Bush 
apposMees ore suppressuig nfomation about cbmsie change, restricting joumaluos’ access to federal 
scientisls and rewriting agency news releases to stres global watmng lawenamties that the climate 
cover-iqi u occumng at several federal agoKies. including NASA. Ihc Notionil Oceanic and Almosphenc 
Adminisinition. and the U S Forest Seivwe and dial govemneiu officials ate Uyng lo confwe Ihe 
public about climate change and the scienbfic consensus dm global watmmg is a leol problem * 

* £.g., anonymous scicntisL uwcrvicw with Maossanm (Apnl 13, 2006) ncordon fik srrJt OAP 
^!btd 

Pi«ter Tanx, ntmiew w<h Nfsassarsni (Mardi 9. 3006) rtcordam fik mA OAF 
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scicnlists cum' a duly lo transmit their research to taxpayers and policymakers, it cannot 
be achiesed without the full eiKouragemem and assblance of political superiors and 
government managers. Instead, policies and practices have increasingly restricted the 
flow of information. Moreover, government ofTiciaU' disdain for science that argues 
against their policy preferences sends a chilling signal through the science agciKies that 
compromises their morale and objectivity. 
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SCIK.VnFIC COMMIMCATIONS W ITU THE MEDIA 

Media reporting of science b an cfTectivc means for making research findings 
accessible to the general public. The media is a primots source of informaliun for the 
American public and its decision makers. Furthermore, major news outlets have 
reporters w ith a working knowledge of the field w ho regulsrK’ track the new est scientific 
developmenLs and translate technical language into plain speak. A scientist’s 
communications with the media may include in-person interviews and written or 
telephone communications - whether for radio, television, or news print - as well as 
press releases and press conferences. 

As with many organizations, federal climate science agencies have policies atKl 
practices that regubte their employees’ media conununications. which are 
institutionalized by means of an oflice of psiblic affairs and the promulgation of on 
oRtcial media policy. Although these can encourage better media exposure through 
networking and assistance in handling reporters, our investigation has catalogued the 
recent rbe of suspect restrictions by agencies on their scientists’ communications with the 
media. These include: 

• Pre- .Approval - when, after an initial media cortact. a scientbl is re«)uired 
to get permission from the public aflairs oflice (PAO) before proceeding 
with an interview. Pre-approval can apply to press releases and press 
conferences as well as interviews. 

• Intake - when pre-approval is extended to require that even a reporter's 
initial media request be made to public affairs. 

• Routing - when public affairs takes media requests and. in spite of the 
reporter’s request, decides whidt scienibb can respond atKl what topics 
may be covered. 

• .Anticipated Qft.A - when, prior to granting pre-approval, public affairs 
requires scientists to anticipate the reporter’s questions and to draA their 
prospective responses. 

• Monitoring - when public affairs requires an agency official to be present 
diaing the media coittact cither in person or over the phorte. 

• No "Personal Views” E.xception - when employees' communications are 
restricted though they are speaking in their private capacity and not 
abusing government time or resources. 
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NOAA at Ihr Turn of Ihr Milirnnium 

At the Naticnal Oceanic and Atmospheric Atkninistration (NOAA), our evidence 
of media restrictions dates to 2001 and builds frain Ihere.'^ In an email obtained Ihroug^i 
FOT'V, Jana Goldman, public affairs officer at NO/VvV's Oceanic and .Atmospheric 
Research (OAR) division, told a scientist from the Geophvsical Fluid Dvnamics 
laboratorv (GFDI.x” "if you get any press requests for IPCC plea.se hump them to 
public affairs before you agree to an interview.'* (Finphasis in originall The scientist 
questioned this requirement: "It seems cumbersome at best. If this policy is 
implemented, it will greatly cut-down on NOAA scientist interviews."'* Hie IPCC 
reference was to a major intematioiul scientific assessment report issued four days earlier 
by the first Working Group of the IntergovemnK'nlal Panel on Climate Change, which 
found "new aiKl stronger ev idence tlial most of the vvonnmg observed over the Ia.vt 50 
years is attributable to human activities."'^ 

In an .April 2006 interview. GFDL scienlisi Tom IXIworlh also recalled that the 
problems he currently observes began in 2001. which is when he attempted to raise media 
attention about a published paper he co-authored determining the anthropogenic influence 
on the warming of the oceans from a comparison of empirical and model data. /\l first 
there was to he a media advisory and press conferetK'e to higlilighi his findings, but it 
'Aept gelling degraded until il was canceled." 'Ifie climate scientist contro-sted this 
experieiK-e under the new Uush aibninistration with the treatmenl of his work on the heat 
index in the late 1990s, which Vice President .'VI Gore was actually helping to 
puhlici/e.'* Il is of ikile that the day of PresidenI George W. Hush's February 14. 2002. 
cibnale speech, mid-level managemeni and P.-VGs were notified by an internal email to 
refer any media calls about the speech to the While House press office.'^ 

In an /Vpril 6. 2006, interview. Dr. Kevin Trenbenh. head of the Climate /Vnalysis 
Section at the National Center for .Vlmosphcric Research (NC.AR). described another 


" Dr kny MaMinaa who rcleed fron NOAA in 2000 afto lervuig 16 years at dutclor of the 
Oco|4iysicd Fhad Dynnnics Lab and who recently set out to wnle a hmery of Ihe agency, desenhed the 
yean there anee has retircnenl as the 'McCarthy-eaque eta * Interview wah Maassaram (April 6. 2006) 
mordonfik wilk GAP, 67‘t and 64t« of awvey reapendencs agreed lhat "today's cnvironmem for federal 
govenanenl clonate sacnce is (worse] c o mp are d wnh" five and icn years ago, respectively Survey of 
Federal Clrmou SaenUUs. UCS Saenufic Imegnly Program (2006) question aS 

** OFDL is a small but significani besneh of NOAA located on die I^incelon Foneual Campus m New 
Jersey Founded m 1955, OFDL has pioneefed the me of worlikclass siqicrcampulert to create 
sophatnued climale foeeeau models 

" Emad From Siouficr. To: Goldman. Dsae Jan 25. 2001. Subject IPCC (Jnrerjpnace \OAA FOIA 
nspompg. AS. 

" “^imau Change 2001 The Sctenufic Basa.* Working Group I of the IPCC Thml Assessmenr 
"Tom Delwonh, muivtew with .XIaatsaratu (Apnl 1 3, 2006) on file with aaohor One lab dirccloc asscited 
dial "The Clinton admausiration was perhaps even mete exueme m pmhmg die opposite viewpomt, 
E g global warmaig was everywhere and was the cause of all die extremes ’ Interview with .Vkasaarmi 
(October 19. 2006) rKordanfik wah GAP 

Email From Jona Goldman. To Ktisunn Kauaroa, Darnel L Albritton Bruce Hicks. Randall M Dole. 
David J Hofmann. Willtam NefL Alexander E hfacdonald. Ants Leetmu. Stephen B Brandt James 
Kimpel. Eddie N Bcmanl and Ernest Hildner, Dale Febnaey 14, 2002. Subject President Bush qieedi 
Ci4P.4i<fi»0 9. JOOiiparrSh'OAA FOU nespoiut pg 7X 
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nomblc incident that occutred follow ing the December 5. 2003. publication of his article 
entitled "Modem Climate Change" in the journal Science. The paper - co-authored b\' 
I>. Tom Karl, director of NOA-A's National Climatic Data Center (N'CDC) - elTectively 
updated the current state of climate science and concluded that “modem climate change 
is dominated by human intiucnccs." NOAA had been infotmed of the pending 
publication, which included a disclaimer that “this article reflects the views of the authors 
and docs not reflect govemment policy."" Nevertheless, media in(|uiries for Kaii were 
diverted to Dr. Jim Mahoney - a political appoinlee who then served as Assistant 
Secretary of Commerce for Oceans and .Atmosphere and NOA.A Deputy .Administrator. 
MahoiKV was quoted downplaying the significance of the peer-resiewed study, stating: 
"My own view is somesshat more open-minded, and from my perspective we don't really 
understand these things as well as we might"" Some media inquiries for Karl also 
appeared to require high-level pre-approval. In response to an .August 2005 interview 
request on “imense rainfall events intense hurricanes and global warming,” a staffer for 
NOAA public affairs headquarters directed its local office. "Please have (the journalist) 
contact me by phoite |redacted| or email. I'll run this by those who need to luiow."^ 

A June 5. 2002. FOIA document shows that a blanket pre-approval requirement 
for all media inquiries and interviews was first informally implemented at NO/VA'i 
.Atlantic Oceanographic and Meteorological laboratory (.AOMI.), which houses the 
Hurricane Research Division (HRD).^' Sent to an .AOMI.-wide distribution list by Erica 
Van Coverden of the AOMI. P.AO. the email stated: 

NOAA Public .Affairs has requested that for the time being, all media inquiries 
and interviews be cleaned by NOA.A PA (myself and Jana) BEFORE they are 
granted This applies to any topics that may be of national interest (which covets 
most of our research).... (Emphasis in original] 

This announcement was followed eight days later by an outline clarifving the 
“.AOMI. media policy," which now clearly allowed for routing of requests.*^ Both 
emails came on the heels of NOA.A's May 17 release of its 2002 hurricane season 


** hup /‘Vnvw egd ucar edueastrenberth papers VirllrcnbcnhSci pdf 

” Dwid Petlaian. ‘Vlnnate Change Laid to Humans. Report Wants diere it 'No DoUbl’ IndusUy n Pranaiy 
Cause,* Son Frmtaxo Chranide (Decemhet 4, 2003) Or Konrad Steffen • docclor of the Coopetauve 
IraUule for Research n Entnrotancnul Sctences (C1RES)i. which » partially funded by NOAA - iccaailed 
a similar mcsleiil ai October 2004 when Dr Mahoney told him and anoiher cotlcsgue uwahed with the 
Arctic Clmale Impact Astesameni Repon orcr a canfeicnce call to forward all media npuncs about the 
report to him Konrad Stefloc communication with Maaaurmii (August 26t 2tX)6) rtcord on filt with 
QdP hibct Eilpcnn teponed that Mahoney ~had 'no recollection' of the convcrmtion* 'Xlmiate 
Rcmarcbers Keelirtg IterU from White House,* Ifoahaigton /*oar(Apnld^ 2006) 

* Email Frosn John Leilie. To: Laborde. Date Aug 22. 2005. Subject tmervirw requeal nadur 
compUt* FOIA rapona pg. C, Email Fnan Leslie. To Karl, Ldborde. Date Aqg 25, 2005, Subieci 
Iredacted) Otamel Request for Tom Karl Thisober compitn NOAA FOIA ntsponu pg. SJ 
° Email From Enca Van Coverden. To All AOML Staff. Dale June 5. 2002, Subject Media lergieits 
miiM be cleared by NOAA PAGAPJufy SI. 200& ,VDA4 FtJM mponstpg. li 
“ Email From Enoa Van Coverden. Dale Jim 13. 2002. Srbjecl Medm Policy - update and rktaili GAF 
July SI. 3006. SOAA FOU trtspoKupg. 1-3 
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outlook, which predicted "above-nonnal levels of storm activity.'' ^ Since 1998, a 
number of schcdarly articles including a 2001 IPCC Technical Summary had begun to 
explore the tentative links between global warming and hurricanes, suggesting that 
human influences may supplement the currently-obscrscd multi-decadal upswing in 
cyclonic activity.*^ 

The development of an official NOAA-wide media policy seems to have been in 
progress at this time, in tandem with a general centralization of public affairs functions at 
Washington headquarters ^ In on email from Jana Goldman dated December 23, 2003. 
Jordan St. John, director of the OfTice of Public. Constituent and Intergovernmental 
.Affairs (OPCIA). which serves as headquarters for the regioiul PAOs. set forth the first 
outlines of such a policy.^ From the FOl.A record, however, the distribution of this 
dircctis'c seems once again limited to .AOMI.. A later email from Malioncy to NO.A.A 
upper management with the subject line “Re: |Fwd: FAT re; NA'Times call|" urges press 
inquiries be referred to the PAO and that PAO representatives listen in on conversations 
with reporters.’^ This is followed by a May S. 2005. email from the Assistant 
.Administrator of O.AR. Dr. Richard Rosen, to OAR senior management, stating. "The 
Ocean Commission report and other activities arc generating increased media irMcrest in 
NOAA. Please remember that NO.AA Public .-MTairs is responsible for coordinating 
media retn^Ls. so refer all inquiries from any news media to our public affairs 
officer.. The document referred to by Rosen was a strongly-worded preliminary 
report released on .April 20. 2004. by the congressionally-mandated U.S. Commission on 
Ocean Policy that recommended e.xtensise policy reform, increased environmental 
regulatioa ratification of the UN Convention on the l.aw of the Seas, heightened 
investment, and a trust fund drawn from the revenue of oil and gas leases to meet the 
challenges of maintaining healthy ocean ecosystems.^ 

NOA.Va 2mM Media PoUcs 

On June 28, 2004. under the signature of the Under Secretary of Commerce for 
Oceans artd .Atmosphere artd NOAA Administrator. Vice .Admiral Conrad C. 
I autenhachcr. Jr., U.S. Navy (Retired), NOA,A released an olflcial written media policy 
that incoiporoted language directly from St. John’s directive and codified a number of the 


AUML Newsleoer mvtiabh or 

hiq> im 14 209 KU sewch'’q-cache yZ-XIfFnArfaYl war* aooil nooa gov AeynotesTDF-Filcs'Stay- 
Jiin04 pdf*acnil>jene«2002«newsjUil-«nJtgl*vaAcl~cbikJb;<i-34tclKta‘-fne(ax-a (Ini visited on Mirch 
23.21007) 

^ See hiq> .'Wvrw lisgcrp gov usgaphnkshuiTicancs hlni OsM vmlcd on March 23, 2007) 

” Anonyinous NOAA doeclor. oaervievi' arlh Maassami (Jibk 1 , 200S) ncord an fik nidi CUP 
Flmsil From Enca Vai Coverden. Dste Dec 29, 2003. Subject NOAA racdia policy OAPJufy 31, 3006, 
/i/OA.4 FOIA mponst pg. 18-29. 

^ EranI Frooi James R Ntahoney. To: (Tiester Koblmsky. Date April 23. 2004. Subject (Fwd FYI 
Subject NYTimes call| ncordan fiU mh GAP 

" Fran RkIc Rosen. To OAR Seiuor Slanageinenl SufTNauanwide. Ditt May 3, 20(M. Subject Ktedia 
Inqumcs nconlon fiU sKb GAP 

” hup '‘ arww oceanooaifnmiangav docunoaspreliinrepaaweiccnic html (last updated December 19, 
2004) The Commission expired on December 19. 2004 Few if any of ns recommendalians were acted 
upon 



110 


.ME SCKWCE OF CUMATE CHANCE ll_ 

isolated praeticcs described above.^ In particular, the policy addresses media and public 
interactions under Section 3 of the administrative order, requiring nesss conferences, 
media contacts, and scientific papers to be referred to the servicing P.\0. NO.'W 
employees are further obliged to itotify the PAO before responding to news media 
inquiries whenever they are of national news interest, concem regulaloiy or controversial 
matters, or have policy implications.*' Finally. Section 4 asks employees to "limit 
discussions to matters for which you ore responsible and of which you have direct 
knowledge Employees are further told that whenever "speaking to a reporter you 
represent and speak for the entire agency," thereby preempting the "personal views" 
exception.” Some form of pre-approval, intake, and routing restrictions are tacitly 
invoked by Section 2.02: "()PCIA is responsible for c«wrdinating and approving media 
conimunicatioas involving NOA,-\, including advisories, interviews, and other related 
media contacts." .And then more explicitly in Section 3.03; “/\ny proposed participation 
or inclusion in media presentations... bv' individuals resuhing from their duties as NO.-VA 
employees must be referred by those individuals to and cleared by OPCI.A beforehand." 
Section 2 also makes clear that “the clearance of releasable information is the ultimate 
respoasibility of the Sccrctaiy of Commerce and his her designated Public .Aflaiis 
IJircctor." 

Prior to the issuance of an agency-wide media policy, each research lab had its 
own established practices. .According to Or. Pieter Tans, chief scientists at NOA.A's 
Global Monitoring Division (GMD) (then called the Climate Monitoring and Diagnostics 
Ijiboralory), a scientist used to be able to make a media appointmcin. notify the P.AO. 


* A DOC lutamisliBtive order, DAO 219-2, that has been m elTect since I9il0 "to enaae aceurec)' md 
timelineas of the Department's policiei and views" lequiies PAO clearance for mty news releaaes, 
speeche s , press confeecnccs. and putilicalicais. howevet. it is liniiled m applicalton to all operating units m 
and sroual Washaigton. DC "Each operatoig unit is e.spected to assuie that its field offices coordutalc 
their activities so as to meet the general uiient and purpose of this regulation ~ 

" An ewunple of what may be deemed on inappeopnale policy slaiemenl for a NOAA seiesUist is 
"peisuadutg elected officials to more from acoepling the scienoe to cunailiiig emiiaons reraoms a much 
bigger challertge* Email From Stoulfer. To: SloulTer (and Andbew Revkm]. Dou Sept 13, 2004. 
Sub|cet (Jueslicn Oretnptact selecf himcaiu SOAA FOIA ntponupg. S-IO. 

” The policy thus paeempu scientisis from spealung on pobey issues that may be mhcrcnily impiKated by 
their research, as well as on findings from other scientific fields that may bear ugnificantly on theu own 
weak 

” Neilhef does the "personal views" exception seem to have much traction m praolioe In an emad to a 
GFDL scienlist anticipating a polibcal discussion at an upcoming conference on setenoe and the media, a 
pUMic alfaas officer explaais. 

I always mamlam that the saciKe is strong enough to speak for itself - a'sjusi when people nart 
givmg personal opinions - which I know you do not m such settaigs - heaitNan b felt 
throughout the higher ups 

You ate not ocw of the scKnbsts I worry about - bebeve me. I would hove advised strongly against 
you doirig the lamoM event if I had any concern ihoi you would not conduct younelf m a 
professional manner or poorly represent NOAA 

Email from Ronald Slouffcr. To: fans Gobtaiiai. Dale April 22. 2005, Subfcct Question GAP Augua 9, 
200& part S NOAA FOIA mporut pg 262-M 



Ill 


BMACIBW TME XIINC E OF CUMAIE CHA-SGt 12. 

which would help oM with the wrangemenu. and then report back aflerwardt.** OFDI. 
scientists recalled a similar standing policy.” O/VR press odicer Jana Uoldtnan. who 
oversees the research labs, also operated by “notification and recap.”** 

Initially, the 2004 media protocols did not appear to be seriously implemented as 
a general policy. FUIA recortk show that they were informally re-phrased to more 
clearly require pre-approval aitd routing at AOML in an email distributed to lab 
employees at the .start of the 2005 hurricane season.” One month later. Erica Rule of the 
AOMI. PAO again teiterated stricter measures to its HRD stalT in an email dated July 27, 
2005;’* 


A study on hurricanes and global warming by |Kerry Etiunuell will be released in 
Nature this Sunday. As this topic might generate media inquiries - consider this 
e-mail a lemiitder that Al J. media requests ate to be directed to NOAA Public 
/Vffaiis.... (Emphasis in original) 

Ihe FfJI.A record shows that this announcemeiU was preceded by a July 26, 2005 
AtsoctotttI Prtss media request for comments on Emanuel't by Tom Knutson - a NOAA 
researcher whose climate modeling supported a link between increased hurricane 
intensity and climate change. Knutson asked OPCIA for permission to respond, noting 
that the “paper has the potential to generate a lot of press interest...”** On July 27, Erica 
Rule notified Dr. Chris lamdsca of NOAA tliat media inquiries on the subject would be 
routed to him and that he had blanket pre-approval. Both Knutson and lamd.sea were 
familiar with the Emanuel study, having read an advance copy of the manuscript.** The 
seeming differetKc - as made clear in his email early that momii^ - was that landsca 
expressed ‘^strx>ng concerns about |his| methodology ,” and thus about the conclusion that 
climate change has an intensifying effect on cyclonic activity.*' On that same day. 
though out of the office. Landsea appeared to lake Ihe /VP interview.** By .Vugusl I. 
FOl.A emails show, landsea had participated in four such "routine, but scasiliv'e” 
interviews, including an interview with USA Today granted on July 29.*’ 


** PieUr Tm, saenriew wah Mrauaram (March 9, 2006) word on fih widt GAP. 

** Anonymous pubfac sfUsin official, imenrirw with Maassanmi (dote withheld) word an fib with CktP 
** Email From Uoldman. To Doun. Dale Nov 6. 2005. Sub|ect Forthconmg Science paper Ortmftocr 
ariret htman* fiXXlA FOIA wponupg. tSS-M 

Email From Encs Ruk. liaw 27, 05. S«ib)ect AOML media polic)' update OAPJidy SI. 2006. NOAA 
FOIA nipomt pf. SS-S6. 

* Email From Enca Ruk. July 27, 05, Subject poaaibk media aoention Subject (redactedl paper CMP 
My SI. 2006. NOAA FOIA rvtpoitte pg. SZ 

” i-jaail Fium Enca Ruk. Date July 27, 2005. Subject HRD media lequrae to (redactedl paper OAF 
My SI. 2006 NOA.A FOIA rtspanu pg.6-9. 

* In fact, Knutson was arguably more tamilnx. having hod the opportunity to dacum the pqier with 
Emanuel a moMh pricr Emad From Knutson. To Laboede. Dale Jidy 26. 2005. Subject AP news atoiy 
on (redacted) paper Thacktr canpbu NOAA FOIA rapanu pg. SOS' 

" ^ail From Knutson. To Laborde. Date July 26. 2005. Subject AP news alary on (redaclcd] paper 
nacktrcompbttNOAA FOU response pg. S6-S? 

** Email From Lsndiet. To Laboede. Dale July 27. 2005. Subject (redactedl aaerview ThadUr compbu 
NOAA FOIA rapomt pg. SS 

** Dmiy Medu Tracking. Dak Aug 1. 2005 TTuicivreonpfereFQU evgume pg J9/, Email From Kent 
l.abacde. To. Tnbble. Timj. Smulkn, West, Sprague, aid Lepoce. Date July 26 2005, Subject USA 
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EliMwherc. die media policy simply wenl unenforced or selectively enforced. At 
GMD. Tom did not recall being made aware of the media policy until his director 
referred him to a NOAA web page containing the policy in January 2006. .'U GFDL. the 
iK*w media policy was emailed around in the summer of 2004. but the unwritten policy of 
"notification and recap" largely remained in effect - except when dealing with "hot 
button" issues or particular scientists - according to laboratory scientists and staff.** For 
example, one leading NOA.’V climate modeler recalls that atWr his name appeared in The 
Sew York Times, he was personally contacted and told he would need approval - though 
h was not clear by whom.*^ 'fhe FOI.-\ record shows that interviews on global warming 
and sea level rise were sutqcct to clearance, anticipated Q&.As. and monitoring. 
Echoing the anonymous sentiments of other scientists in our investigation, the 
anonsmous scientist cited above did not feel "he |had| the stature to ignore the media 
policy."*’ 


Tom knuLson also gained considcrabtc media altention for his modeling ol' 
hurricanes and climate change, which the Journal of Cltmate published in September 
2004/* FOIA records &how him contacting Jana Goldman for approval oY a nwdia 
request from Dave Brown of the Washington Post on September 2. 2004. Cioldman 
responded, asking what *^mighl you lay about the relationship (between hurricanes and 
climate change|T*^‘* Knutson describes how, in another incident soon thcreaAcr. die 
PAO required a public atlairs officer to listen in on an intersiew he was to give The New 
York Times sciertce reporter .Andrew Revkin.^ I'pon learning of this condition. Revkin 


ToJa>' Interview GAP August 9, Nt06. part 2 NOAA FOIA rtapons* pg. M See also Rmail From 
Land^. To; Erica Rule, GoUlmaa U^orde. Subject medm conlacts on (redacted) afticle Thacktr 
compliU FOIA nspons4pg. 6<F6t. 

** Tom Knulsoa inUniew with NtaoMarani (A|)n) 13. 200Q rtcarj on fit m/h OAP» /Xnonyrmxn 
scMfitut. interview wah Nt aaaia rani (Apnl 6. 2006), rtcord on fit wth GAP, Email From Knu&Km To 
iana Goldman, Dale Sept 2. 2004, Subject press conttct GAP August 9. 2006. part S l<fOAA 
rtsponst unscannttidcKspg 27-2A 

Anonymous scienust interview wth Ntaassarani (April 13. 2006) rtcordonfitt with GAP, 

* Email From StoufTcr. To Goldman. Date Apnl 16. 2004. Subject Nat geo interview Grrenprocvjv/rcr 
humcant HOAA FOt4 rwsponst pg. S4^^, Eiiiait From StoulTer, To GoUtoian. Dale Apnl 23, 2004, 
Subject another interview Gnrrnprmv seUct humcant SOAA FOIA rtspanst pg 47»St. tn one irutance, 
NOAA required clearance for a OFDL researcher to be pbeed on a wcb>po8tcd hsi of *^aourc< people’' 
that oouki respond lo ipiestions about the film. "The After Tcmcerow ** Email Frcm Stouffer, To 
Goldman. t>aie April 23. 2004. Sub|<ct another interview Ontnptact uUct humcant NOAA FOIA 
nsponst pg. 47,SJ. At NASA Goddard Space Flight Center, a top press officer sent out a message sa>*ing 
that **‘No one from NASA ts to do mlerviews or otherwise comment on Bn>ihiitg having to do with* die 
film * Aii>* news media wantmg to diacina science fiction vs. scmic* fact about climate change vnll need 
to seek comment from mdivKhab or orgwuntjoru nor asaoemted with NASA *** Andrew Ret km. "NASA 
CtfhsC'ommenis on Ice Age DaaWer Movie," The ,Vew York Tants (April 25. 2004) 

** Anon>’mous scientist, mten iew w«h Nfaaasarara (April 13. 2006) rtcordonfiU with GAP, 

* Tom Knutson, interview with Maassarani (Apnl 1 3. 2006) rtcorden filt wiih GAP, 

http />*www gfdl noaa gov Tcfercnce btHiogniphy '20CM’tkO4Ol pdf (lut vmlcd on March 23, 2007) 

* ^ail From Knutson. To Goldman. Date Sept 2. 20CM. Sut^ecl pres contact Augua 9, 2006, 
mvf 3 SOAA FOtA rtsponst unscsmntJ dbcspg 27^20, 

^ See also Email From Goldman, To Knutson. Dale Sept 22. 2004. Subject NT* Tunes Grttnptac* 
stUct humamt S0.4A FOIA rt^ronst pg. 68. Inten iew's with Knutson were heavily monitored at this 
tune, including an ABC interview for which Laborde planned on traveling up to l^moeton from DC From 
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dropped the inter\'iew and instead conlaetcd Robert Tuleya. a 2002 CiFDL retiree with 
whom Knutson had co-authored the Journal <4 Climaie article. In a personal interview, 
Ms. Goldman has confirmed that certain controversial topics have receixed selective 
treatment.” More specifically, the NOAA PAO's Daily Media Tracking logs label 
"sensitive*' such topics as ‘IturTicancs and climate change." "percentage of CO: in 
greenhouse elTcct." "Sea level rise." "global surface and satellite temperature 
mea.surements," "unusually warm lake temperatures." "amount of SS |sic| spent on 
climate change." "(Kerryl Emanuel paper." "climate change," and "arctic info."” 

The Media Storm 

It was not until late 2003. in the wake of the Hurricane Katrina disaster and the 
subsequent media frenzy on huiricanes and global worming, that the ofTicial media policy 
was widely publicized to agency scientists.” An October 4, 2003. email from Dr. 
Richard Spinrod. assistant administrator of O.AR, to senior-level stalT, states; "several 
incideiMs in the last few days have served as indications that we need to provide our folks 
with an important reminder regarding our dealings with the press. Please make sure your 
folks have reviewed the subject policy.... It's short and it's clear. .A quick review can 
save lots of problems downstream."” Attached to the email string, and presumably one 
of the "incidents" referred to by Spinrad. is an earlier email linking to an article that was 
posted on RawStory.com that day. 

In the article, I awisa .Alcxandrovna published the following leaked email mettto 
from the regional ^blk alTaiis director for NCAA's Nalkmal Weather Service (NWS) to 
agency scientists. The authenticity of the email was confirmed by NAVS Director. 


Bernian. To; Knuawn. Date Sept )0. 2004. Sutyeet we're on! Onresprace ttUfl taimconr SOAA FOIA 
nspomt pg. 7I.7}-, Hniatl Fraen IJbctdt. To Kmibon. Date Sept M 2004. Suhfeel New Saenim 
resgazaw Grmptac* itUtt /nimevw NOAA FOIA naponu pg. t9. Email From Ooltean. To: Knutson. 
Due Sept 22. 2004. Sutyect HY JmaOntnptaot ttlMhtimcan* NOAA FOIA ngxmM pg. M 
” Jans OoUnui. mlenriew widi Massaarani (October 7, 200Q rtcord <m fit* »i0i OAF Consaler Ihe 
followmg ncakiit Ihxn the FOIA record Goldman asks her superMr. Kent Laborde. if there are "any 
ptobletns with' an nterview request for Tom Dehrorth on a pending paper whose rmifcfigs at conuiteM 
wilh Detworth's eulier pubhihed findings of an anthropogenic forcing component to the wanning of the 
world's oceans Laborde responds that he has gotlon the go-ahead from the OPCIA direclor - "Tom is 
already on the record for htsopmiononlhisland wje're mfe snih anthropogemc forcing as a component" - 
and llttt he will also notify NOAA upper management Email From Laborde. To Gokhnan.Dale Feb lA 
2005, Suiyect Request fixm (redacted] Thaehtr canpUu NOAA FOIA nspoiatpg. 9 
** Duly' hledio Tr^sig log Thadctr campktt NOAA FOIA rtspanu pg. ITO-JI I. Note that die humcane 
and climate change lopu is geneially not conudered "sensiure' when handled by Chits Londaea. a NOAA 
scienUai who. as discussed below, dmes a linkage between the two 

" In essence, an old uipraoliced pobey became ihe new eperabonal policy As Laborde m PAO HQ 
reqxmded on October 1 8. 2005. when asked why DOC had not been informed of a pending interview. 
"This was doiK several motilha ago We will (now) follow the new procedures* Email From Fuqua. To 
Laborde. Dare Ocl 19 2005. Sulyect on Lchrer request Lent labored wdl |redacted?| ThodtitraimpUu 
NOAAFOIA reipomtpg. 121. 

" EmmI From Rick Sprmd. Due Ocl 4. 2005; Subyect NOAA Media Policy Gnrergieare NOAA FOIA 
rtspaat pg 37. 

” Lansa Alcxandrovna. "Commcacc Depanment Iclls National Weather Service media coraacts must be 
pie-approved.* The Raw Story (Oeloba 4. 2005) 
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(Vigadicr (icncral I>a\'id I. Johnson, ol nn October 7, 2005. IT.S. House Committee on 
Science hearing on hurricane prediction and seasonal activity.’* 

From ‘Jim Teet’ |redactedl<7noaa.gov 
Date Thu. 29 Sep 2005 12KM;.t4 -0600 

To _NWS \VR WTO MICs UT.ufo.mics‘ffnoaa.gov. NWS W'R W'CMs 

WT.wcms'O' noaa.gov 

Subjesi DOC Intervieu Policy 

Ciood Day /Ml: 

I have been informed that any request for an interview with a national media 
outlet reporter must now receive prior approval b\' IXX.'. Please easurc everyone 
on your staff is aware of this requirement. 

/Miy request for an interview requires the follow ing information to be forw orded 
to me immediately, so this process may begin: 

The name of the reporter ai>d their affiliation; Their deadliiK and contact phone 
number. Name of individual being requested for the interview and purpose of the 
interview'; .Additional background about the interview subject, and expertise of 
requested interviewee on this subject. 

Ihe request will be forwarded through NWS NO.A.A to DOC ; however, the 
individual to be interviewed ultimately will be determined by DOC. 

If any requests for an update concerning the interview are received from the 
media, refer the individual to me for a response via mv cell phone: |redacted|- 
3516. 

fhanks. Jim Teet 

W'ith unambiguous blanket pre-approval and routing authority granted all the way 
up the chain to the IXcpajtmetit of Commerce (DOC), this directive betrays a sharp 
departure from any prior policies and practices studied in our investigatioas. The NWS 
staff contacted by Raw Story "expressed surprise” and suspicion about this newest 
development, especially as they were unaware of the 2004 policy to begin with.” 
According to one 15-year employee in the article. “There has never been a blanket policy 
of needing approval before granting an interview with a national media outlet.” 
Furthermore, another anonymous contact indicated that media decisions had always been 
nuule at the local level. Nevertheless, the article quotes OPCT.A Director Jordan St. John 
saying, "'the policy has been in existence all along.' adding that he rewrote H in Jime 
2004 with 'several others.' including lawyers aial Commerce Department 
policymakets. 


"ScKnce Donocnls Recogniae NWS for lliancane ForccaUing Work," Press Release (October 7, 200$) 
GAP May 30, 2000 NOAA FOIA nspoKu pg 24-23. A luniltt daecuve was ifasseminalcd to OFDL and 
AOML PAO Email Fran Qoldmaii. To Enca Ruk. Brian Onias. Date Sept 13. 2005. Subiecl Kalnna 
media inquina Gmfiptact mIm kamcm .V044 FOIA mfanu pg. 120-22. 

'' Latua /Mexandrovna. 'Commerce Itepanmenl tells Nauanal Weather Service medm comacts mini be 
preHpprored." TV Rmr Story (October 4. 2005) 

'‘Ibid 
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This sudden posl-Kslrina rc-inlcnirctation of the 2004 media policy uas not 
conTined to NWS.** On October 5. 2005. Dr. Robert .Atlas. Director of .AOML. seid a 
laboratory -wide order to res’icw the NOA.A media policy.** In the email. .Allas goes on 
to state that "one important change from tlie current AOMI. policy it that Commerce 
Public .Aflairs has asked to be made aware of all media interview requests - especially 
those pertaining to Katrina and Rita.” In response, one IIRD scientist. Or. Stanley 
Cioldcnberg. writes Jana Cioldman and Erica Rule asking for clarification on how to 
follow the policy and staling "the real question is - and one that we would appreciate 
DOC or O.AR. etc. being more up front about - what prompted this email in the first 
place?”*' A few days prior to the November 29. 2005. press conference where NOAA 
announced the end of the busiest hurricaiw season on record. Uoldman advised 
(ioldcnberg that the O.AR PAO "was putting a bold on media interviews about hurricanes 
until I1;15EST."‘’ 

Nor was the "re-intciprelalion*' limited to DOC review. In on email doted June 
13, 2005, OPCI.A olTiccr Kent laborde tells OFDI. senior scientist Venkatachalam 
Ramoswomy and senior level P.AO staff: 

CKQ aixf OSTP have given the green light for the interview with Ram. They hod 
me call Juliet| EUperin, the reporter who requested the intcrviewl to And out more 
specifics. She will be asking the following: 

*what research are you doing with dimale change 

*what research has been encouraged or discouraged by the administration 

*what interaction has he had w ith tlie administration 

‘does he have free reign to conduct the research her |sic| wonts to do 

I told Juliette |sic| that he feels comfortable to comment only on science and docs 
not want to loose |sic| his scientific objectivity by addressing policy potilical |sic| 
questions. She said since be is not a policy maker, she wisuldn't ask policy 
questions. 

Michele |St. Marlin of CEQ| wants me to monitor the call and report hack to her 
when it's done... 

Note that press conferences also required IXJC and CEQ approval.*’ Earlier that 
day, responding to an email from Juliet Eiilperin asking whether he “would be willing to 
speak about to |sic| the e.ctent that you're allowed to pursue the kind of climate research 
you wank'* Ramaswamy had responded “yeah sure.” hut directed her to arrange it w ith 


* Anonymoua U> dueetor. conaunicMwns wah Msassarani (October 19, 2006) neerdon fik «rA dtP, 

“ Emul Fran Robert Atlas. Jana OoUtnan. Dale Oct 5, 2005, Subfcct NOAA meilu policy please read 

m aoonta paoibic GMP Jult 31. J006, NOAA FOl A mponst pf. St-td 

”n»d 

** Email From Jam Uoldman, Dale Nov 2tl, 2005. Subject medm requests G4P July SI, 200d NOAA 
FOIA ntfponupg. 4 / 

" Email Fran Tnbble. To Laboede. Date Oct 26, 2005, Subject amdia m die wcekdiop Thadur 
compUti NOAA FOIA nsponat pg. lAO-ll 
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Uoldman^^ Of counc. many media requcsia ucre regiatered directly with the PAO and 
could be denied without the burden of having to explain (he decision to any particular 
scientist. Consider this respoase from OPCIA Director- St. John to a general PAO media 
request: "I talked to producer (sic). They are setting this up to a debate on whether there 
is global tvarmii^. I told John to call her back and say thank-s, but not |sic| thanks.”*’ 
.According to another email, climate change-related questions posed to the Climate 
Prediction Center generally were tirsl to be handed to senior political administrators 
.Mahoney or /Ahsha Tribble.** 

In early January of 2006. OPCI.A issued implementation protocols for the 2004 
media policy, os well as on interview request template, a media contact repotting form, 
and a NOAA DOC press release review process flow sheet, which were disseminated by 
Spinrad to all O.-VR laboratory directors*’ The implementation protocols explicitly 
require pre-approval for press releases, anticipated Q&.-Vs. and routing for media 
requests.** 

What is the stated intent of these increasungly restrictive policies? In presenting 
the media policy, .Atlas explains, "the eitd goal here is to ensure we gel the highest degree 
of visibility for our work, while still maintain (sic) a positive image of NOA.A as an 
orgoniration.”** Jaru Goldman slated, however, that she could not remember one 


“ Frera Kent Lahonlc. To Ahsha TnMik. Jana OoUmaa Jonkn St Joha V Ronaswamy, Date June 13, 
2005, Subject GFDL Waahiitglon Post OAP Angus 9. 2006. part 3 SOAA FOiA rtsponst pg 279. Email 
Fran Rainaswany, To Jultel Eilpenn. Oole June 13, 200$, Sidiject I deleted your re-mail by mulake- 
whoi the none and contact nfo for the NOAA press person" GAP Angus 9, 2009 part 3 AV.A.A FOIA 
ni^xuuf pg 2'^9-280. Goldman then forwarded the email to Kent Laborde at PAO headquarters, who 
discussed it with OPCTA Direclor St John and contacted Michele St Manm at CEQ, recoaimmding they 
allow the mternew to proceed "sutcc [Ramoswamyl alread)- knows his boundaries" Email 
From Romaswamy, To (tcdacled|. Dole June 1 1, 2005, Subreci I'm die [redacted] nabcnal env ao nmenlal 
reporter Thacttr compltu NOAA FOIA nspanu pg 39-AI As reported by Paul Thacker m Satan, "when 
NOAA press officer Laborde was oontaclrd to discuss the e-mads. he denied that interviews were sub|ec1 
to approval (rtm White Houie officials Confronted with his own e-mails, however, he sad. 'If y-ou alrrody 
knew die answer, why did you oak the quesuon"''' "Buih's Chmale-ControUed While House" (August 9, 
2006) 

** Email From St John. To Smullen. Dale Dk 19. 200$. Subject Media Interview Request Subject 
Global Worming Thaebr compUu NOAA FOIA ntspom pg. 166. See abo Daly M^m Treckmg 
Thaehr compltu NOAA FOIA mponu pg 202. Requests "seeks sciemst to discuss globed wsrmaig n 
general and gw md humesnes qiecsfically " Action taken "Goldman wdl hkely deebne " 

* Emad From Conneyis Odlia, To ladiorde, Goldman. Leabe. Dole Nov 2. 200$; Subject Cfanale Caor 
Thacker campUu NOAA FOIA nspam* pg. 216 

^ Email From Richard Spinrad. Dale Jan 9, 2006, Subject NOAA Media Policy and Implementation 
Pioloceds 04/’ Jii(y 31, 2006 NOAA FOIA nspanu pg. 42 

“ St*, r.g.. Email From Goldman. To (redacted). Date Nov 2S. 200$, Subject Stanley Goldenbeig on 
Iredacted] Cormccled (redacted) 2 30pio 12 40p ET Thadur camphu NOAA FOIA niponupg. 136 

* Emad From Robert Ados' Jana Goldman. Doted October $, 200$. Subject NOAA media policy please 
read as soon as possible GAP Jnly 31, 2006 220.AA FOLA rtsponu pg 3S-40. Interestingly, * Jamiory $; 
2006 media requmt from the BBC on chmoce modelmg demonstrates that cIcaraiKe has abo been required 
for mtenriews that ore merely "on background." le , not for die purpose of attnbutioa rather for the 
reporter's bockgromid understanding The publx affairs officer at GFDL rcajionds, "Thanks Keidi. I suO 
hme 10 forward Iheae requests to NOAA for clearance " Email From Mara Setzer. To Keith Dtxon, 
Dote Jan $. 2006. Subject BBC Saence Special ( Climate Modeling GAP .Angus 9. 2006 part 3 NOAA 
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■lUlanix in her seven years al the 0.\R PAO where an O.AR researcher had said 
sometliing to tarnish tlic agency’s image. ^ A slideshow prepared for training GFDL 
scientists on how to interact with the media explains that PAO participation can help 
scientists feel more comfortaMe talking to the media, provide factual background 
infotmalioii. cdiK'ate the public, and avoid surprises for all those invobed.” Indeed, 
scientists have acknowledged their own shortcomings as media-savvy personalities 
(something echoed by journalist^ and voiced their appreciation for assistaiKc in more 
effective media communication.^ In a small number of cases, scientists recalled P.AO 
intervention as having helped correct misv|uotes or provided other important follow -up to 
the media Similarly, scientists have acknowledged the government's legitimate right to 
oversee its own internal affairs and “speak with one voice" when it comes to 
policymaking.^’ 

Nevertheless, these same scientists have also expressed dissatisfaction with these 
policies and practicev as well as. concerns about their eifects. Interviews conducted in 
-April 2(X)6 with leading scientists and local press ofTK-cts at U.MD and UKDl. revealed 
that climate scientists with national media attention - typically, those researching some 
aspect of anthropogenic climate change - had experienced a matke'd reduction in their 
media commimications.” At the same time, some journalists have encxtunlered 
complentcntary problems.’’ Mahiman claims that when he visited NO/V\'s David 
Skaggs lab on .March 3. 2006. he was “mobbed" by scientists that wanted to discuss the 
"ccn.sorship."’* KurthcntKwc. scientists and certain public aflairs officers alike see these 
problems reflecting poorly on the credibility of their research.” Finally, our sources 
have found the interpretation and implementation of the media policy's pre-approval. 


FOIA nspom4 pg S5i-5i. Email From Keidi Ducon. To Mans Setzer. Dale Jan 13. 2006. Subject 
lAiUiUial BBC* tdevisKm contact OAP Anpat 9. 3006. pan 3 ffOAA bXHA nspamt pg 3*3. 

'* Jura Uolciman. ailmicw vimh Maasuiani (October 7. 2006) recant onylir •lOtOAf’. 

^ (VowerBoint sinks for media training preseiikd by Jana Goldman (April 3^ 2006) GAP Aiigast 9, 3006, 
NOAA FOIA itnlauJ nsponst pg 3. 

^ Anonymous sewntM interi'Kw with Masxsamni (April 13. 2006) ncord <m JiU wth GAP, Anonymous 
NOAA director, iMcn’iew with Msastarsni (Jime I. 2006) rtconi on flU *iii GAP, Sid Pakms. 
commvmicattons wah Maarnsrstu (October 5. 2006) ncordon fit* wiA GAP. 

^ E-p. anonymous scienlut. interview wah Mssssamni (Apnl 13. 2006) ncord on JiU with OAP, 
Anonymous NOAA director, mtcrview with .Xt sasis rse u (Jisv I. 2006) ncord on JiU with OAP. 
Nonetheless, setentms agree 'speaking with one voice* dwuld not be a eiphcmism for restricting saentifK 
debate 

Anonymous scienbsi. inlen'iew with Msasarsni (Apnl 13. 2006) ncordon JiU with OAP, Pieter Tons, 
■Merview with Msassanau (Match 9. 2006) ncord an JiU with GAP. Anonymous NOAA director. 
■Merview wah Sisasssrstu (June I, 2006) rreord on JiU mdi GAP. I9*s and 36*1 of UCS siavey 
rcspondoita. respectively, experienced ~[n)ew or unusual adhiinisUaUve rapiacmenta or procedures that 
impair climiile-relalcd work* Survey 0( Federal nmule Scientislv IXTS Scieiaific Iniegray Program 
(2006) question a 2S 

’’ Eg.. &d Pcrkois. commumcations wah Maatoararu (October S. 2006) ncordon fiU wirJi OAP. 

Jerry Mahiman. mteiview wah Mmssarani (Apnl 6 2006) ncord on JiU with G-tf. 

” Ibid. Jana Goldman, imerview with Maossaiani (October 7, 2006) ncord on JiU with G^J*. 
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routing, nwnituring. and anticipated Q&A requiremenUi to be characterized by secrecy 
and uncertainty, instead of adding clarity.^ 

Neither support for scientists, nor unity in policy positions, seems to justify- the 
involtement of the DOC and ^^'hite House in purely scientific communications. The 
unstated role of these ofncials and their aptitude in handling scientific infonmation arc 
illustrated by the following exchange from the FOIA record between OPCIA Deputy 
Director Scott Smullen and 28-year old DOC press officer Catherine Trinh on September 
20. 2005:” 

|Smullen:| Kllsworth Dutton, NOAA project manager for Solar and IR 
Measurements at NOA.A‘s Climate Monitoring and Diagnostics l,aboratory 
(CMDL), called saying he'd been called by a reporter who requested an 
interx'ieu ... to get his opinion of two papers on global dimming. .. a temi used to 
describe the decrease in the amount of radiation reaching the Earth due to 

particulates in the atmosphere Ellsworth has media experietKe and is 

accustomed to dealing with reporters on this subject. 

(Trinh: I IXi we asually have our scientists comment on third party studies, and do 
you see an advantage in having him comment on these papers? 

(Sinullcn: I Sometimes, yes. Our scientists are frequemly seen as the unbiased 
voice of reason CMDL is the largest climate monitoring netwoil in the w orld. .. 
and he's seen as the guru in this regard. It will help establish that NOA.A is a 
leader m the field. 

(Trinh:) Does global dimming have anything to do with climate change and or 
decrease in tlie ozone? 

ISmullen:) It's a factor in global warming, hut its (sic) counters the warming 
oiqiect. Solar radiance is a small contributing factor in overall climate change... a 
small player, so to speak. .Xnd no., not related to ozone. 


'* Anonymous public affairs cflicial. iMcrvieir with .Maassanuu nton/ on fiU witi GAP, Iona Goldman, 
interview with Maassasam (October 7, 2006) rtconi on fiU irrdi 0,iP. In rerponae lo a Inier nsiessing 
scientists' interest in a media training, erne GIT>L scicnlist responded. 

I guess I am not very imereated in a ebaadwt leaches one hoar ID interact wnh the media fwould 
be interested m one dial gives rules and giudelinea fer meiha mteractiom I seem to find myself m 
many Btualiona where the current rules (as I understand them) do not apply well for example, 
when I urn at on fPCC mcebng and I am asked to parucijwle m a local media event It is very hard 
to gel pnor approval because of the tune zctie probims and the very shon deadlines one 
example of many- * 

Emnl From Ronald StoulTer. To Mona Setaer. Date Mordi 2, 2006. Subject Medu Tiaaung GAP 
Aaguu 9. 2009 pan i NOAA FOU rtsponu pg 69?. 

' Email From Trmh. To: Sraulksi, Dale Se^a 20. 2005. ctearance 97 - global danming popen - scienoe 
lot t>iPtai9-\OThaolurCampkU NOAA FCHArtsponoopg. 102-04. 
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|Triiih:| So if global dimming is occurring, then global warming probably isn't? 

|Smullcn:| Na the atmosphere is so complex, that they are both occurring. But 
they're really separate issues.... |Smullcn provides another detailed explanation! 

[Trinh:] OK. So, bow about this..,. Is it safe to say that a discussion about global 
dimming does easily lend itself to a disetuMiun about global warming?-.. 

(Smullen:] Not in this case. We doubt if the larger issue of global warming will 
come up. Remember, this is a focused science journal that is looking to pick apart 
the methodology the authors used to decipher their angles about dimming Dutton 
is an unbiased e.xpert playing peer review, so to speaL 

(Trinh; | (ik. Ihanks for walking me through ail of thb. I think this is fine. Please 
go altead. 

It should be noted that the absolute number of scientists revealed by our 
investigatioiB or the UCS survey to have directly experienced interference or onerous 
delays with media communicatioiis b not great One lab director observed, ‘jprohably the 
great majority of interviews have been granted. Yet, as Mahiman has noted: 

NO/V.'\ employs roughly 1.200 people, the large majority of which have little or 
nothing to do with climate, or climate change. I think it b fair to say that there ate 
about 120 people who are connected with the climate problem in some form or 
another.... Of that roughly 120 people. 1 w ould estimate that about, say, 20 of 
them are the ones who are actively submitting cl imale-w arming relevant scientific 
papers to prestigious scientific joumab...." 

S'otvv ithstartding w ho actually experiences h, a widespread perception of interferetwe can 
result from even a few “sensitive" incidents, increasingly restrictive and iiKonsbtent 
itredia policies and practices, and a lack of pro-active support on the part of agency 
leadership 


** AnonyincsB bbdBcctoc. cornmiaucalinB vrah Nhasiim (October \9, 3006) nconi on filt wirAadP- 
" Similarly, the UCS survey fcsind a 

patton of higher repotted levels of inaerferenoe from scMttttsu s'orlung on oontroveisal Icptcs 
(foe whoai) the nae of pohucal interference (rose] to more than SO percent For example. 46 
paccnl of all re^xndenUL. hut 59 percent of scientins who always oc frequetxly work on aemaive 
or coniroverxnl mues. peroeived or experienced pre»iae to elimiiwae the words “cluitale 
change.* 'global warming.* oc other sanilm terms from a variety of coramiaucalions Slavey of 
Federal Chmale Scicntnts 

Timothy Donaghy. el at ‘Atmoiphere of Prcsai>e.*joml UCS-OAP report (Februaiy 2007) 

^ In the Traverse Cay R*cont-EatU. Shen Me Whaler wrote of a retacd NOAA hyihatogisl 

"I'm with the matonty of scicnliats who beheve chmale change n a maianade cause end cfTecl.* 
Frank Quam said 
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Toni KnulMtn 

On .‘Xpril 10, 2006. Tom Knutson - a GFDL research meteorologist and climate 
modeling expert working with hurricane specialists to investigate the link between 
climate change and cvclonic activity told us that generally around one-niih ofhis 60-70 
annual media requests "tall tluough tlw cracks” due to the delay and added lines of 
communication, and that these are often with the major national media outlets.*’ 
Knutson describes the climate change hurricane link as a “fast-moving, hot" topic. In 
September 2004. he published a paper in the Journal ofClimale that was picked up by 
ThtS’tw York Times and coincided with the Florida hurricane season. It was around this 
time that this area of scietK'e and his research in particular gained media attention. 
Knutson's models suggest that a small atahropogenic contribution to hurricane activity is 
already at play.*’ 

I'pon returning from trip out of town, a week alfer the July 31, 2005, publication 
of Kerry Kmanuel's controversial study on increased hurricatK activity. Knut.son recalled 
receiving a voicemail from Kent luibordc at OPCI.A asking whether he would be 
interested in appearing on Ronald Reagan Jr.'s .MSNIK.' talk show to discuss hurricanes 
and climate change.* Shortly thereafter, he received a voicemail from the producer's 
staff inquiring the same. .As it was the weekend. Knutson responded dircetK' to the show 
staffer to confirm hb appearance and request they contact the P.AO on Monday morning. 
That Monday, I-aborde left a voicemail apologizing for the confusion and notifying 
Knutson that the "White House said no" to the appcaratKC. Knutson then received a 
second voicemail in which laborde notified him that he had already called the show and 
offered as an excuse that Knutson was too tired for the interview after his trip. 

In early October 2005. journalist Hrian O'Malley comacted Knutson in regard to 
an op-ed piece for The Aw for* Times . Knutson checked with Jana Goldman, who 
relayed an email to OPCIA director St John, which she concluded with, "Knutson and I 
ore concerned that Knutson's science may be used to advance a policy positiort"*’ St. 


ThsTs an opmen he can uuer now that he's retired, he said Resident Oeorge W Budi cenirob 
wfiol federal agencies can soy about climate change. Qumn said 

"lie has muzrled people at NOAA and at NASA We have a real problem with ihe 
admausuaticn." Qimin said 

"Clanote Change Hsvaig Impact''' (August 21. 2006) 

‘’Tom Knutson, interview with Muossanini (April 1 4, 2006) nrewd on file with U4P, Antonio Regalado 
ond Jim CarlUm.' "taatemenl Acknowledges Some Ooverrment Scientiwa Sec Link to Olobal Warming." 
ll<i//Srnreldoaima/(Febtviar>' 16 2006) 

“ This conlnbution equals about half a csSegoiy of increased hurricane ntensity per I 75 * C Sea SurfKC 
TempenUure or 4S nse m wind qieeds per degree Cebius. which a stdl much analler than what has been 
observ ed by Kerry Emanuel's study Tom Knutsoa interview with MaassBiwu (Apnl 14. 2006) ncordon 
JHtwiiiGAP. 

"Ibut 

•‘Ibid 

Email From (joldman. To Si John. Smullen. Laboede. Dale Oct 5, 2005, Subject media request for 
gfdl Thackrr compUU SOAA FOIA nsponsepg, 119, ISS. 
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John respondciJ. “Can you call |rcdactcd| back and quiz him on what he’s uorking on. If 
il sounds a bit unlowards. you can always just refer him to Tom's paper and let me |sic| 
make his own characlcrizations.’’ Ctoldman replied. “Just spoke to him - he just wants to 
better understand the science - be is not looking to link an individual with a point of 
vicw.“ St. John then concluded. 'Take a pass. We'll deal with media requests but let's 
rtot open the door to others." For his port. Knutson recalled hearing nothing of the 
request until be brought it up again xvilh (ioldman in February 2006. at which lime 
Goldman offered to get back in touch with O'Malley. As of mid-.April 2006. Knutson 
hod yet to beard back from O'Malley. .Asked about this in a phone conversation on May 
26. 2006. O'Malley told us that he had made repeated phoiK calls to Jana Goldman, hut 
found himself constantly forwarded to voicemail. 'Those of us in the press were used to 
getting stonc-wallcd... h's a bone-head idea though." he said, because he would get the 
information anyway, but then without "feeling so charitable." Similar complaints were 
voiced among a number of the participants at a June 2005 Workshop on “Science 
Communications and the News Media" hosted by Columbia L^niversity and the {.ariKint- 
IXrherty Forth Observatory.** 

.At the same time that writers such as O'Malley and Revkin have experienced 
difltcuhies with the media policy, other writers contacted in our investigations, such as 
Ifarbara Ixvi of Physics Today, "have not encoutttered any barriers when |contacting| 
federal scientists in reporting on climate issues."** Jorge Salazar of Forth & Sky News 


** From Ronald Stcuffer. To' Jana Goldman. Date June 6, 200$. Subject scrcntinjoumalnt workshop 
OAP August 9, 1009, pan S NOAA FOIA nspom pg Pamcipauig joumlnls ncluded fiavid 

AppelL Freelance. Cbm Boiram Saerammlo See. Beth Dole)'. BosKm Globa. I>miet Grrsamaa 
FreelaiKe, Mori liaramill. WQAD TV ABC. Bill Kovank. Kodfoed L'niTcmiy, FtuUip Meyer. Unwenaty 
of North Catolma at Chapel HilL Jon Pal&eman, PFO Medu (tk'GBH'Nova). Andrew Revkn, Tht .Veir 
Tor* Tmts. Rrchard Wald. Cohaitbia UtuTeruy. Don Walk WTAA-TV (Dallas-Ft Worth), and Dole 
Willtnaiv Fluid Notts Froductioni 

Scremrati have fnuhed the medui for muleadnrg the public m well As Dt Casper /Vmmiinn 
ponied out. “the media seems to feel compelled to moke scrcMific stories seem balanced, as d each side n 
equally valid, even when the data doesn't support that premise ' Interview with Ntaassarani (Apnl $, 2006) 
receetJ on fill with GAP Another tcKmiia concwreit they' “pit oik imysiyer against thousands of 
scicnlisls and coll it $0-SO“ Anonymous NOAA dnector. interview with Moiettaiani (June 1. 2006) ncord 
on fill with GAP. That "boloitcing'' u often promoted by mdustrydiaciced special interert groups and 
perpetuated by fedetal and local governme n t Sec Jeff NeamilK "Foes of global warning theory have 
energy tres.* Cox Newt Service (June 2, 200J) JelT Nesmnh. “Nonprofits push controversal clrmote 
study." The Atlanta Joumal-ConsimiOon (June I. 2005) For example, the House Oversight and 
GoremmenI Reform Committee invited John Chmty, profesaor and Daector of Ihe Earth System Science 
Center at the Unwersity of AUbamo. and Dr Roger Piellce Jr from Ihe I'-nivcrsiiy Corporation for 
Atmoophenc Research (UCAR) to speak at a panel on dimale change The indunon of Christy is 
opporeiitly one rcaion that Dr toes Hansen opl^ oul of the panel at the lost minute, saying *1 would get 
out of ray sickbed to tcrtify to Congress on global warming, if they were ready to deal responsibly with the 
matter But obviously they arc sail oi deiuiL mvmng conirsnans to 'balance' Ihe science of global 
warming" thirren Smuebohrv "Cortgress 'suO m dei^' on global warming. NASA's Hansen says," 
EmimmntnlanJEiHrgyDallylhitf 21, 2006) At the local level, consider Ihe mayv* of Juno. Alaska who 
appoinled a deepbe. Tom Ainsworth of NWS. to hu small panel on climate change to infotm city 
polKymakcrs Etk Moinson. “Sciemisl working on local cltmote change report Socail. environmental 
effects assewicd as sees grows wanner." Juntau Fmpxn (August 9, 2006). Eluabelh Bluemmks, 
“Ptnhandic Mchdoivn Local panel reviews efTecls of cliraale change," Juneau Esynnr (August 9. 2006) 

** Barbara Levi, communicalicn with Msaasaram (October 1 1, 2006) ncord on fill wi/i CLU’. 
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told us. ”1 can personally say that the approval process with NOAA in gening clearance 
to speak with scientists about their research has been pretty good."’*’ Iliough a more 
extensive survey is Marranled. in our invesligatkMU this positive testimony was solely 
associated with reporters of local, technical, foreign, and non-mainstream outlets. 

Pirter fans 

Dr. Pieter Tans works at the NOAA Skaggs [.aboratory in lloulder. Colorado. 
His research suggests that carbon dioxide plays a dominant role as a "forcing agent" for 
climate change and that this role is likely to increase relative to other causes of climate 
change. On October 27, 2004. Tans was contacted by David Shukman. a science 
correspondent with the BBC. requesting a series of broadcast interviews, .\ccording to 
Tans, it took until February 2005 for permission to be granted, and then only w ith Kent 
Ijiborde's being flown from OPCl.A in Washington. DC. to be present at the .March 22 
and 24 interviesvs. which took place in Boulder and in Mauna Loa. Hawaii. VKlien David 
Shukman again requested an interview with Tans, on February 1. 2006. it was approved 
owing only to Shukman’s iiuistence. and laborde again Hew in to be present when it 
took place on March 8." 

Tans recalls th.it laborde did not come across as an ideologue, nor did he ever 
intervene in the interview. When Tans asked laborde if he was required to report on the 
interviews, laborde replied that he did not report the proceedings to anyone. 
Notwithstanding, 'fans continues to refer to such agency oflicials who sit in on interviews 
with the media as "minders.’' To he sure, it is curious that so much time and energy, 
including flying across five time zones, has been invested into an activity with such a 
minimal stated purpose. At least three other scientists interviewed at GFDL have had 
Kent laborde or another “minder" listen in on phone interviews.** In all cases, the 
scientists assented to the monitoring on the condition that the prevs ofTicer not interrupt 
the inters iew, and they repotted that no monitors have done so. 

Ronald Slourfer 

Fjirlicr this year Ronald Stouffer. senior research meteorologist at OFDU 
estimated that his interv iews with .kmerican media about half of the total interv iews he 
entertains, have dropped almost to zero.** Interviews with the Furopean media whom he 
describes as being “shocked" when they lirtd out that approval is required, have rcmaiited 
constant, but only because of an increasing demand from F:uropcan reporters interested in 


** toge SaUuat. conmunwauon wah Maassarwn (October 2. 2006) rteordonfll* viA CUP. 

" From hu penpcctivc. however. Sbukman foiaid NOAA public alfarrs to be Iwk'ful " David Shukman. 
coenmiaucaticin with Mussarau (October 24, 2006) ncord an fUt mJh QM’. 

” Anonymous scienun. iMcrview with Maassaracu (Apnl 13. 2006) neordenfiU wirh CUP, Anoiq'mous 
KienUst, Bitcrview with Masssirani (A(rd 13. 2006) rtmrd on fik Hith CUP, Tom Knulsoa interview 
with Mauaacani (Apnl 13. 2006) rttordanfSt mlh 0/4/’. 27S and 26S of survey respondenb noted that 
thru 'agency [ahriys and liequently, respeebvely] requites public iflaas olTiciais to monitor scientists' 
commiaucations widi die media * Survey of Federal rigaale Scientuls. UCS SctenUfic Intcgnty Program 
(2006) question a|S 

" Ron SkxifTer. inirivicvr with Maassarani (Apnl 13. 2006) neon/ oii.jflr su/i CUP. 
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his work on ocean circulations, which is a large concern for Europe. In all. the clearance 
polic>' - which he has nicknamed the “pocket veto" - has reduced retjuests from one 
cverv* two to three weeks to one everv' two to three months. 

For reporters, even a well-inlcMiancd pre-approval process introduces added 
delay and the possibility of denial, which in light of pressing deadlines may force them to 
look for information elsewhere. In one instance. FOLA records show how a National 
Geographic reporter asked Stouffer to comment on a study on ^krctic sea ice decline and 
its divergence from natural variability on October .^0. 200$.** Stouffer responded that he 
would first need to get public affairs approval and copied Jana Goldman, who writes: “I 
know the DoC is going to ask - well, what is his position.... so can you give me an idea 
of how you might respond'.*" .As a resuh of the clearaiKc process. Stouffer mis.scd the 
reporter's short deadline. Moreover, h seems that these procedures are not nccessartly 
mere formalities. In a February 17, 2006. email Stouffer relates how he was told, 
possibly by someone in the NO.A.A .Administrator's oflice. that he was not qualified for a 
proposed interview afler submitting the required anticipated Q&As.*^ 

A variation on routing interviews from one scientist to another is the explicit 
placement of restrictions on the topics a scientist is allowed to cover. FOIA records 
revealed one incident in which Stouffer 's colleague at GFDI., Dr. leo IXvnner. felt tlie 
P.AO had “imposed restrictioru on the topics the interv iew could cover."** In response to 
a media request from Todd Neff of the Boulder Camera, Jaru (Kvidman wrote on Januarv 
28. 2005:’’ 

I think this is OK - I just spoke to (redacted) and he’s looking more for how is 
(sic) this model contributes to the overall future of climate models - I told him we 
didn't want to get into comparing models or talking about deficiencies and 
strengths, hut just the general overall how this advances the whole science of 
modeling. 

In anotlier email dated September 22. 2005. OPCIA Deputy Director Scott 
Smullen advised Kent l.aborde that an interview regarding warming of the Gulf of 
Mexico and its causes - with NCIX' scientist I>. Richard Reynolds has been cleared 
“with the caveat that we tell Richard to be very careful with how he frames the global 
warming sigiuil aspect Sensitivities there, as you know."** 

.Ahhough these incidents may be somewhat infrequent, some of the scientists 
express feelings of discomfort and intimidation and it appears that some have already 


** Email From RomiU SlcaifTcr. To Jrnia Ooldmmi. Dale Oct t. 200S. Subiect nanoiisl geographic com 

inquiry GAP Augial P. 2006, pari 3 NOAA FOiA n/sponxe pg 362,06 

•’/bid 

•* Email From Leo Dormer. To Steve Mayle. Dale Apnl 24. 2006. Subject Media Pokey FOIA Requetf 

Grrenpeocr NOAA FOIA napanw pg. 1 

•’/bid 

•* Email From SrauUen. To: Laboide. Date Sept 22. 200$, Subject |redacted] cleared Thacker compleu 
NOAA FOIA retpons* pg 108. 
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placed "Klf-imposcd" restrictions on their rru-dia communications.” Indeed. Slouflcr 
himself has recently refused a number of inteniew ret|uests himself, including one to 
discuss NOAA's media policy.'” Four of our sources, who collaborate with but me 
positioned outside of the agency, asserted that NO.'VA scientists do not dare speak for fear 
of being fired.'*' A mote subtle and pervasive form of self-restraint occurs when 
scientists feel obliged to temper their words, to asoid sensitive topics, or to represent the 
govemrtKnt at the expense of their personal views. Consider one researcher from the 
Pacific Vlorine Knviromnental LaboratoiV' (PMEL) who wrote in his request for P.AO pre- 
approval:**’ 

SitKe (the topic of anthropogenic carbon and its ocean storage! getting into a 
more politically sensitive area than the nuitK^rous interviews we have been doing 
over the last few weeks, I thought I should check to make sure everyone is okay 
with my doing this interview.... I am comfortable doing this interview and am 
confident that I con discuss the science while slating I am not qualified to 
comment on the policy or political implications.... I am happy to modify this as 
necessary to make sure this interv iew goes smoothly and I represent NO.AA and 
IPCC properly. 

Tom IVIwurlh 

.'Vhhough Dr. Tom Delworth has not experienced an explicit denial of an 
interview request, he agrees that a non-response or delay has the same eflect.'** By .-Vpril 
2006. Delw orth found that about a quarter of his interviews fell tlirougli due to delays at 
levels higher titan the OAR PAO. ' Me added that about one third of the reporters of 


"21% md I4^> of DCS survey respotideMs, respectively, fell 'fsjelf-induced pressure lo change research 
or repcnsig m order lo align findsngs wah agency policy or lo avoid conlrovetsy * Survey of Federal 
Chnute SckiiIMs. UCS Scientific Integrity Prognon (2006) questicm * 23 

Cn cete occasioa Stouffer huttg up on a German repotler tvho, after SioutTer hod told turn to talk to 
OoUtaian bm. became "vofy unhappy and got nghi lo accusutg Buah of gaggng me * Email 
From Goldman. To Laborde. Due July 5, 2005. Subyoct fodder Thacker campUu ,WAj 4 FOIA rriponu 

Jerry Ntahlman. aileiview with Ntaaasarini (Apnl 6. 2006) rrconf on flU nUh OAF, Kevm TrenbenK 
interview with Maassonmi (Apnl 5. 2006) word on Jitt with OAF, Judilii CUrry, oiterview with 
Maaasaiani (May 10; 2006) rrconf on /Sir with OAF, John Judn. '^bc Goverranenl's Junk ScKnce.* Tht 
Ntw Htpubhc (November 2, 2006) ~&irMists who dont toe the party line are being mlimidaled from 
lalkmg lo the ptess t ihmk it u a vciy sad ainialion I know quite a few people who are fnghlened. bul they 
beg me not lo use then name * 

Email From St John. To Goldman. Dole Aqg 10. 2004. Subject |rcdactcd] media request - C02 and 
Oceuw’IPCX’ ThaektreampUU SOAA FOU nspanm pp 66-6', 

Tom Dehvocih. naerview with Maassarasu (Apnl 13. 2006) word on filt nth OAF, Email From Tom 
Delwocth. To. Jana Gotdman. Mam Seuer, Due Feb 14. 2006. Subject Earth and Sky Interview OAF 
Aafuit 9. 1006, panSNOAA FOIA nnpattstpx 616 

'** Email From Tom Oehvonh. To Jana Goldman. Daae Nov 14. 2005. Subject Reponn's rcqucai for 
Science News OAF Angiat 9 l 1006 port 3 S’OAA FOIA rtspotat pg. *Sl. Email Fran Tom Delwocth. 
To Jana Goldman. Dale Nov 14, K)05. Subject Interview requeu OAF Angiat 9, 1006 part 3 NOAA 
FOIA nsparoi pg. AOS. Emails between Jana Goldman and Jordan St John. Dale Nov 14. 2005. Subject 
Ben Harder of Science News request to mlerview T IVIwofth OAF Augnil 9, 1006 part 3 SOAA FOIA 
rtsporat pg. 492. 



125 


T..r. SC liXCE Of CUMATE CHANCE ^ 

whom he is aware have given up in their attempts to interview him. He estimates it takes 
about 24 hours for typical requests and longer for more controsersial ones. Ft)IA records 
show that five- to six-day delays ore not unusual depending on how “politically sensitive" 
the topic is.'** ()n two occasions, Delworth never heard back from the PAO. 

Furthermore, on two or three occasions, NO.AA has also made verbal requests of 
l>elwufth to prepare anticipated Q&.As for the interviess. When Jaiu Cioldmon informed 
the NOA.-\ PAO on November 14. 2005. that there were a number of requests on the 
same climate change-related topic for Delworth and requested blanket approval, Jordan 
St John responded. "Ihere arc no blanket answers. Fach one has to be dealt w ith as we 


FOI.\ records demonstrate one incident concerning a January 23, 2006, request by 
Sid Perkias of Saence A'ewi Magazine to speak with Delworth and his colleague Keith 
Dixon about their paper recently published in the Geophysical Research Letters 
(URLX'** 'fheir paper e.\plored whether "anthropogenic aerosols (have) delayed a 
greenhoase gas-inditced weakening of the North .Atlantic thcrmohaline circulation." 
.Viler receiving a message from Jana Cioldman at the O.AR PAO saying. "I'm afraid this 
needs to go through the food chain - When did Sid want to talk to them?" and asking for 
anticipated Q&.Vs. (IFDl. public affairs oHtcer Maria Set/er apologizes to the two 
scientists that the interview 'Pecds to go through a more formal clearance process... 1 
will try to clarify with her why this particular intersiew is being treated dilTerently but in 
the meantime, do vou have anv wav of anticipating questions the reporter might ask {has 
a.sked)'.>""" 

This was the first time Sid Perkins had encountered the NOAA policy.'** 
Although it seemed widely kriown to NOAA scientists, he felt it was still unt'amiliar to 


Enuiil From Jans Ookknan, To Stanley Goldcnfacrg, Dme November 1 5. 2005, Sub|cct Media Update 
- Status of Ada Monxem mnentew .-lugiu/ ft 2006, pari S fJOAA FOL4 ntsponM pg. 4^9-490. 
Anon>*mous NOAA drector. aften iew widi Niaansarani (June 1 . 2CKX») ncont an fiU ntih Consider 
a casiial email by Jana Goldman oi the OAR PAO sotiaimg suggestiom from a OFDl. scienCiat in 
ontiapaiion of «i upcoming media storm “sUdT ts starting to come out now m preporaUon for the IPCC 
report next January and 1 wmta to ensure that NOAA gets proper crtdn as well as starting to calm Those 
Who Need to Be Calmed months before the actual event * (emphasis m original) The scientist responds, “I 
guess I am not interested m calmirtg peopte, the scsence is what it is • in spite of the potaics NOAA 
monagemenil should knowAmderstand apprecate the key saence points * Hmail From Ronald StoufTer. 
To Jana Goldman. Marta Scizer. Date February 7. 2006, Sul^eci tjuiy 0 mterview for the dtsoovay 
channel GAP Augusi ft 2006, pan S FOIA rtsponse pg S94. 

*** Emaib between Jana Gokhnan and iordin Si John, Dale Nov 14, 2005. Subject Ben Harder of 
Science News request to mlerview T Delwocth GAP August ft 2006, part 3 SOAA FOIA ntsponsa pg. 
492. 

Email From Jana GoUmon, To Mana Setaer. l>ate January 2A 2006, Sul^cct Media Contact Scienoe 
NewsNUgsnnc GAP August 9. 2006, part 3 S’OAA FOIA respotwpg. 376- ?9; Tom I>elwofth. inlcn icw 
with Maasaarans (Apnl 13. 2006) nreort/ an fit* ntth Cl4/^ Sid Peiins, communicauom with Maasaaroni 
(October 5. 2005) rtconi an fit* uiOt G4P In response to our mquify. one scienim wrote to us. **! 
appreciate the work that you and your colleagues are doing, but I believe it's best that we not meet ** 
Anon>'mous scientist communication with Kfaassaram (Ally \t. rtcorU on fit* waft GAP, 

*** Sid fVrkoM, communications wnh Maaasanaii (October 5. 2005) nrcort/ on fit* with GAP 
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the media. When asked about hou the reuuest was handled, Sid Perkins maintained 
that:"* 


The "approval process.*' if it existed at all in this case, was incrodibly stow. .\ncr 
I e-mailed him |Keith Dixon) to ofTicially resjuest an interview, I tried to call a 
NO.'V'k public affairs person — a lady that IVe worked with oflen — to confirm 
this policy. She was out of the oince for a few days at the time, so I had to call 
NO.-V.A head(]iiartets and speak with someone there, .'ks far as I know, my rer|uest 
disappeared into a black hole.... My interview with Dixon did not take place, but 
eventually I was able to speak with l>. Delworth. 

Press Releases 

Press releases or media advisories allow scientists to raise widespread media 
attention, typically to the publication of new research. Our investigations show that from 
early in the Biwh administration't first term, agency treatment of press releases has 
largely mirrored that of media requests. In a Jute 3. 2002. email entitled "droit press 
release," Jaiui Goldman responds to Kent laborde's questions on the press release 
protocob. "I'm still not even sure about certain things and I've been here for three years! 
I think we are OK on this one as it's not a sensitive subject - like climate change and 
we arc quoting a scientist rather than an administration ofncial."'" 

Uhen press releases did concern climate change, obtaining Department of 
Commerce approval was .standard practice. Consider a September 26. 2002, conversation 
string between Cioldman and Dr. Richard Wetherald. a Republican-registered research 
meteorologist at GFDL."^ Pending its publication. Wetherald forwards the abstract of an 
article he has co-authored on a study of the simulated "hy drological changes associated 
with global warming." 

(Wetherald:) .... I have not bothered to write a drall NOAA press release since 
the last time it was turned down by the Dept, of Commerce. .Apparently at that 
time, greenhouse or global warming papers were considered to be the literary 
equivalent of “persona non grata" by the current administratioa. I assume that this 
H still the case? I don't w ant to waste both of our times if it is. .Anyway, here b 
the summary for your information. Please let me know if this policy has 
changed.... 

(Goldman:) .... What I think I may do b pass the abstract along dow mown and 
see what they think. I agree with you. the attitude seems to have changed 
regarding climate change, hut lefs also avoid doing unnecessary wotk if H's not 
going to go anywhere.... 


Email Fion Kent Laboede. To Jana Goldman. Date June 3. 2002. Siib)<et Draft Press Release G.4P 
August 9, 200& part S SUAA FOIA rtsponu pg 93-93. 

Email From Dick Wcthnidd. To Jans Gokknan. Daae September 26. 2002. Subfect AGU Journal 
Highlight GAP .-tigwrl 9. 2096 part 3 fXJAA FOLt response pg U4-46. 



127 


RWtACTBNC Tilt jOTIJiTt: OF Cl JMATK CH A>Kt: 


|\VclhcraI<l'.| .... 'fhal sounds like a sensible idea. Ifbs’ some miracle, you can 
use it » a NO/Vr\ press release, this uould be fine as long as it contains the basic 
conclusions in the summary that I sent. I will certainly help out if it comes to 
that 

|Goldman:| .... I sent the abstract down to see if it would lly — if so. we would 
have to draft a release, but at least we would know that it w ould go through and 
our work would not be in vaiit Thanx |sic| again for letting me know about the 
paper.... 

The New Jersey Star-Ledger has reported that Wetherald has had three proposed 
press releases rejected - beginning with an early 2001 publication concerning 
"committed warming and its implications** in the prestigious Oeophyncal Research 
Lefters (GRL)."* The push-back did not appear to come from OAR public affairs. Jana 
Goldnuui told him his paper "warrants a release" in a February I, 2001. entail."^ 
Instead, he rememhen being told that his most recent 2004 press release accompanying 
the publication of another global warming paper was rejected by "officials" at the 
IX-partmenl of Commerce. "Obviously, the papers had a message, and it was not what 
they wanted it to be." Wetherald told Kitta MoePherson of the Star-Letter. “A decision 
was made at a high level not to let it out" The FOl.A record reveals that Wetherald 
proposed another press release to Goldman on .August 18. 2005. stating;"’ 

I know our “track record** on any study even remotely involving greenhouse 
warming research but I thought that siiwe these two studies |that Wetherald co- 
authored and receiuly published in Scrence] basically resolved and highlighted 
various discrepancies in both the satellite and radiosounde |sic| data as compared 
with model prediction. I thought that there might be a "ghost of a charvee" on 
doing something with this since some of our people were involved with the 
studies.... Believe it or not. I still wont to do this son of thing "through lire 
system" with you. Hopefully, it will happen again someday??? 

It appears from a review of the record that no such press release was ever issued."' 

Ronald Stouffer, co-author on at least one of Wetherald's above-mentioned 
papers, has "stopped trying to get press releases out" because of the difficulty of 
conveying the science to the P.AOs and the complexity of the approval process." A 
comparison of press release requests passed onto Commerce in the FOl.A record and the 


Knti MaePhenon. "ScKnUsts Ckmole data aquckhed*' Slar-Ltdg*r (October I. 200ISV The daft 
March press release can be found at C/tP /tajpisr ft 20ML port J.VO/U FltlA nspatse pg SS-iX 

Email From Sieve Cataon, To: Jana Goldman. Dote Febniaiy I. 1001. Sub|cet ORL l^per 
"Committed waimmg and its imptications for clnolc change" GAP August ft 200& part S N0.4A FOL4 
rusportut pg 18-29. 

Email From Wethenld, To. Goldmaa Dote Aqg IS. OS. Subject Science papers on Observed 
Tempeialurelaases TJMrbrrcoiitplere ATO/tt FOIA summary pg, Itl. 

Sm http ^yrtrrt jaiblicaflairs noun gov/relrasrs>Xi V (hat veuted on March 13. 1007) 

Ranald Stouffer. mterview with kta aasa riru (April I0( 2006 )l record art file with GAP. 
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NOAA pfiei» release anrhives rewab at least one other release that was buried pertaining 
to a 2001 Journal of Chnutle paper by l>. Isaac Held, senior research scientist at GI-DL. 
and Dr. Tapio Schneider, assistant professor at the California Institute of Technologs'. 
.According to Schneider, the paper “contains what probably it the first clear observational 
(i.e. model-independent) indication for a human inlluence on climate."'" 

Section 2.02 of the 2004 media policy mentions the coordination and approval of 
press releases. This is reinforced by the 2006 implementation protocols, which stipulate 
that "all releases, especially those announcing issues of national interest, policy, that 
detail a signiHcont accomplishment, or that may be controversial for some reason, ore to 
be forwarded through the NOA.A Press Release process." Dated February 2006. the 
NO.VV Commerce News Release Review Process is a 12-stcp procedure that includes 
"\'0/V\ l.itK Office ;\sst. Admin. |rcview)." “OPCI.A review and edit." “Policy 
Office PCO IProgram Coordination Office] I .eg. .-MTairs Review ."“NO.AA Chief of Staff’ 
and leadership review," and "IXK' PA RFVIKW." Notably, this flowchart omits any 
mention of Wliite House review, which our report suggests as routine for "sensitive" 
topics under this administratioa 

This clearance procedure has resulted in considerable delay. On February 27. 
2006, the NO.A.A P.AO issued a press release entitled. "Researchers Identify Cause of 
I'nusual 1979-2003 Cooling of the Global l.owcr Stratosphere." three days after the 
publication of the research in Science.'" In response to an inquiry by the lead author and 
NO.A.A GFDL senior scientist A'cnkatachalam Ramaswamy concerning the delay, a local 
press officer advised the researcher that a three-week tum-around was to be expected.'^ 
In liglit of such delay s, an anonynHius N'O.AA senior scientist e.eplains. "it is a shame" 
that only his co-authors from universities get their press releases out the same day their 
papers are released and that "NOAA thus fails to gamer the credit due on its own 
work."'*' Furthermore, it appears from the FOI.A record that Ramaswamy was not 
allow ed final apjirovat of the advisory after it w ent "downtown" in the few days prior to 
its final release.'" 

It seems that sensitive press releases are delayed more than others, if cleared at 
all. Tom Knutson recalled that he had prepared a one-page summary of his 2004 paper to 
be pubILshed in the Journal of Climate for a press release but was soon informed it would 
not go through.'*' He recently confirmed this incident at a CiF'DI. media worksliop. 
where two of his colleagues also brought up (and Jana Goldman acknowledged) similar 


Haunt Ficm Sieve Carton. To Jana Ooldman. IXle Januaiy 1 1, 2001, Subtect oureach” 

GAP Augtal 9, 2006, part 3 SO;U FOIA rtspanx pgli. 

"* Press release aa hop 'www puMicaflairs noon gov ‘rcleues2006'feb06'noaa06-02.S himl (laa vaiited on 
March 23. 2007) 

Email Ficcn Mwia Selaer. To: Ranusivamy, Dale March 6, 2006. Subject Press Release Grttnptoct 
SOAA fOIA n.xponu pg. 2. 

Anonymauitcicnliai. interview wah Ntaasoanmi (April 13, 2006) ncordonfiU mihGAJ’ 

Email From Galdman. To Rimamaniy. Dale Feb 21 2006. Subject Draft rolease for science paper 
GmigMocf ultct humcaru NOAA FOIA nsponu pg. 2-6 

Tom Knutson, mlcivtcw with Maassaraiu (Apnl \0.2fnS) record on fiUwiti GAP. 
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expcricnc«s uith their proposed releases. This contrasts with tlie Itandling of press 
releases that are supportive of the administration’s position or otherwise congratulatory'. 

On Juts' I. 2005. NO.-V.A OAR .Assistant .Administrator Rick Rosen contacted 
.Ahsha Tribble personally to propose a press release for a comment by Or. Chris lanckca 
to be published several months later in the Journal of Climate. .According to Rosen. "It 
challenges the conclusions reached by Knutson and Tulcya (2004) regardir^ the potential 
for more intense hurricanes in a warmer climate. It is not likely to attract the same media 
attention as the original Knutson and Tulyea |sic] paper, but we should consider drailing 
a NO.A.'\ press release nonetheless."'** On Octobw 7. 2(X)3. NO.'V\ ptit out a press 
release announcing "NOA^A awards over $3.4 million to PriiKcton I’niversity for 
Clinute... 'as envisioned in the Hash administration's Climate Change Research 
Initiative.'" adds Commerce I'nderseerctary and NO^VA .Administrator Inutenhacher.'** 
In an email trail leading up to the October 7 release, GFDl. .Administrative Officer Steve 
.Aloyle writes. "Oeorge (Philander, a Princeton professor and researcher| said the 
I'nivetshy would probably issue its own press release. If that turns out to be the ease, we 
should put your press people in touch with our press people so that tliey can coordinate 
the issuance of the releases.” .‘At other times - for example, with Wetberald's 2001 
proposed press release described above • duplication of press releases has been cited as a 
reason to reject more politically sensitive press releases. 


In a more recent instance. IJr. Jocllen Russell, a former UKDI. research scientist 
who had moved to the Univeraity of Arizona to take on appointment as .Assistant 
Professor of Geoscienees, sent Jana Goldman the following email: 


Dear Jana. 


Ron Stouffer asked me to contact you. lie told me that you and Maria hod 
discussed the following paper. "The Southern Hemisphere Westerlies in a 
Warming AA'orld: Propping the Door to the IX*ep (Kean." 

I am the lead .-lutlior of this paper that describes the critical role of the Southern 
Ocean in the global climate response to increasing grccnhou.se gases. I have a 
number of OFDI. co-authors (Ronald Stouffer. Keith Dixon. Robbie Toggweiler, 
and .‘Anand Cmanodesikan } and our study uses the latest GFDl. coupled clinuilc 


Emul From Ride Rouen, To: Ahsha Tnbble. OC Janes Nkihoney. Jana Goldman. Dole July 1, 2(105, 
Subject Paper on hurrKanes and global warming GAP .August 9, iOOA pan 3 HOAA FOIA nsponu pg. 
399. 

Email From Jam Goldman. To Steve Mayle. Dow September 29, 2003, Subject Draft Ptincelon Press 
Release GAP August 9 3006. pan 3 S'OAA FOIA n^torat unscanntti docs pg 6, Email From Goldman. 
To: Aja Sae-Kung. Eric SmilK Dote October 6, 2003. Subject GFDL climate release wah Cong (juote 
GAP .August 9, 3006. part 3 NOAA FOIA nsponst imsctmuJ does pg 7-4; Email From Goldman. To: 
ScoO SmuUen. Dale October 6. 2003. Subject cloiaale paper pg 9, Email From Jana To Steve Mayle Re 
draft quote Date Oct 6. 2003 GL4P /f tqpisr R 3006. part 3 NOAA FOIA response uttscamed does pg lOl 
Email From Joellen L Russell. To Jana Goldntan. Date i^f 10. 2006. Subject Southern Ocean 
'Oven Door* paper warmmg GAP Augud 9. 3006. part 3 NOAA FOIA response pg. 7J3-3V. 
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modfls to quantify the largo and growing inlluonce of the Southern Ocean on 
climate..^ Therefore, we think this paper is w orthy of a press release. 

Ruvscll went on to note that "the PR people here arc also interested in putting out 
a press release.” In declining the request. Jana Goklntan responded on April 10. 2006. 
“the lead author's organization agency usually takes the lead in issuing relca-ses.” 
Nonetheless, as recently as October 13, 2006. NO.AA issued a press release for a OR I. 
publication co-authored by Jason Dunion. an .AOMl. hurricane researcher.'' 'Ilie paper 
discussed how hurricane activity was inlluciKed by dust clouds (as opposed to global 
w arming). The press release itself clearly stated. 'The lead author is .Amato Evan of the 
I'niversity of Wisconsin-Madison.” 


By early 200$ IX. Richard Feely of NOAA's Pacitic Marine Environmental 
laboratory (PMEL) and colleagues at NOAA. I'SGS. and outside the government had 
begtm organizing a national workshop of inrited specialists on the “Impacts of Increasing 
CO: on Coral Reef Organisms and Other Marine Calciriers” to take place .April I S-20. 
200$.'^ On January S. 200$. Feely wrote Jana Goldman, “since NOAA has a major role 
is |sic| protecting critical marine ecosystems irKluding coral reefs. NO.-VA is a major 
sponsor of this work.shop |it| would be great if we could build up wide interest in this 
workshop through press releases from your olTlce....**'^ On February. 16, he reiterated 
his request for a press relea.se and added: 

If you w ant to see what other country's |sic| are saying about tlte impacts of CO: 
on Coral Reefs go to Google News and type in Carol Turley. She is the director 
of the Plymouth Laboratory in England and jtist participated in a major 
international conference on the Impact of Global Warming. Her presentation w as 
picked up by all the major news organizations throughout the world with the 
obvious exception of the I’nited States! I wonder wby? The I'S has the second 
largest coral reef systems in the world and we can't even read about what might 
happen to them if we keep going down the same path that we are. Hupefully. we 
can change that lock of understanding of this important impact in the US with 
|your| help at the workshop."® 

By March 7. Feely hod provided Goldman with a drall release: however a review of 
NOAjVs online news release archives reveak that NO/VA did not issue it."' 


tAeis release at hop .Ararw publica{rairsno«agov releaus2006ccll)6'n(iaa06.076 hunl (last visaed on 
March 23. 2007) 

"* Email Frem Richard Feely. To Jana Ooldman. Date Jon $. 200$. Subyecl Workshop on Impocb of 
Inaeasing COi on Coral Rcrf Organisms and Other Manne Caleifiets Thodbrr coutpUu NOAA FOIA 
respoKU ppl. 

Email From Richard Feely. To. Jana Qoldmaiv Date February 17, 2005. Sub|cct [Rcdacled| Thacker 
complete NOXA FOlA reipome pg. I 

Email From RKhaid Feely. To |iedacled|. Date March 7. 200$. Subject Cakificatioii Workshop - 
Press Opportunities Thacker complete hOAA FOIA respame pg. 1 7, 

hnp 'nrww pubbcaflaiisnoaBgov.'iclcases200$' To their credit. USOS nsued a (sess release snnoiincuig 
the workshop on April 11.200$ http yeww uagsgov.'newsroom article asp'71>-690 
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I^cr that \«ar. Fccly coauthored a paper that was publislied in Naturt and 
detailed the acidirication of oceans through increasing CO^ in the atmosphere.'*^ Ihis 
phenomenon is expected to affect all organisms producing calcium carbonate pails, 
including corab, and because these form the base of the food chain, continuing CO; 
emissions could lead to mass marine extinctions. .According to Feely's colleague. Tons. 
Jana Goldman had prepared a press release with the assistance of NOA.A scientists to 
coincide with the publication of the paper; hossever it never mode it past the “higlier* 
ups."'** “It appeared that NO.A^A didn't want to be associated with il even though they 
had reason to be proud of a good paper." Tans explained. "Tlie association of ocean 
acidification with high atmospheric CO: is about as solid as it gets." At about the same 
time, tioldman sought guidance from the P.AO headquarteis about media eifcrls for a 
similar report that arose from a woilcshop co-sponsored by NOAA and of which two out 
of the six authors, including Feely. were NOA.A PMFl. researcheis.'** When the report 
summarizing Uie way ‘^vorldwide emissions of carbon dioxide from fossil fuel burning 
ore dramatically altering ocean chemistry and threatening marine organisms" was 
relea.sed on July 5, 2005, NO.’VA issued no press release.'** 

.NASA 


The trajectory of media policies and practices seems to have followed a similar 
path across agencies. Sid Pettuns, a reporter for Science S'ews since July 2000, recalled 
that:'** 


Once upon a time, there was no real problem with access. As little as 2 years ago, 
I encountered only occasional problems. It was .About |sic| 2 years ago when I 
first noticed problems (i.e.. scientists preferring not to talk until their PR folks had 
been apprised) — not in all cases, mind you. just a few. Scientists at the U.S. 
Geological Survey got antsy about media contacts about then, which was about 
the same time that news repoits about restrictions on media contacts at HHS were 
first reported. I first heard news of the same thing at N.-VSA at about the same 
time. 


“AMhropogenic ocean acsIifKalnn ova the twouv-ftfsl caitiay aid its impact on calcifying 
oraannmr,'' Salm 437. 68I-6S6 (SqXcnibcr 29. 200S) 

‘’•^Pieta Tans, interview wah Maassarani (btech 9. 200$) record an file wrir OAF See also Kmail From 
Feely, To [redacled|, Due Augml 29. 200$. Subject lAe-prooted Nature papa - On nalurclM095 
Thockrr compUu NOAA FOIA nrpoim pg. fU 

Email From Ookknan. To St John. Sraullen. Dale Decemba 1$, 200$. Subject Ocean Acabficalion 
Repeat Thadur contpitU NOAA FOIA mpanupg. l6S-tA. 

Compaie hup /'Viww ucar edurieursreleases 2006 aadificauon ditml (last visiled on Match 23, SOOfT) 
with NOAA's media archives hup ."wwwpublicaflatnnoaa gov 101401012006 (last visited on March 23. 
2007) InUrestingly, USGS. which oiso tpenseted the workshop and contnbuted one of the repcit's 
authors, sandarty issued no release See 

http . .WWW lags gov. n eaM uu m lnlKle ochive ay'VUrPage-7JtYea~20O6 (Ian VNted on March 23, 
2007) Mote on DSOS and olha agencies in the next section 

Sid Perkins communications wah Maaisarsni (Octoba $. 2006) record on file *nh GAP. 
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Some Kicidisls ignore these policies, but increasingh' many of them arcnl; again. 
I don't knoM whether they feel such policies are a blessing (i.e.. an excuse not to 
talk to the media) or a curse. 

My federal science contacts aren't decreasing per se. (FYI: The magazine that I 
write for covers scieitce news for the lastnan. and we gel the vast majority of our 
news from peer-reviesved journals |may1te 80 percent or so|. Much of the rest is 
basic research that's done comes (sic) by government agencies such as EPA. 
N/VSA. DOE. etc. In many coses, however, there's some overlap: rather than 
publication via a mere press relea.se. die government research is also being 
reported in journals or at meetings and conferences as well. However, in some 
cases it's increasingly easier for me to contact a university source co-author rather 
than a goretnmeni one. if given the choice, just due to the roadblocks that 
government PR folks can and do create. 

Dont know if all of these policies stem from an unstated mission to restrict media 
access to government data or not: hopefully, your research will find out The 
policies certainly seem to have cropped up among a w ide variety of agencies at or 
near the same time. Much of the types of research that we cover is basic science 
that's publicly funded, conducted by researchers who are partially (or in many 
cases fully) paid by govemmatl agencies, so access should be as unfettered as 
passible, as far as I'm corK-emed. 

In an CV:tober 26. 2004. article. N.\SA climate scientist and director of die 
Cioddard Institute for Space Science (OISS)l Dr. James Hansen, told the jVeir York Times 
dial then N/VS.-\ Administrator Scan O'Keefe o-sked him not to dneuss the dangerous 
consequences of climate change.”’ In a lecture at the I'niversity of Iowa that same day. 
Hoasen elaborated: ”* 

In my more than three decades in the government. I have never seen anything 
approaching the degree to which information flow from scientists to the public 
has been screened and controlled as it is now. I am referring specifically to 
research on climale change that yields results of possible public interest that 
would likely be interpreted as being relevant to policy considerations on climate 
change. 

Yet things seemed to get worse. Dr. Jerry .Mahiman recalls, “in late 2005. 1 got a 
call from Jim saying that what I had described to him [happening at NO.AA] the previous 
May was now happening to him. within NASA" ' ’ Uliat had brought ab^ such 
changes for NASA's leading climale scientists? In December 2005. Hansen presented a 


.Andrew Rerim. “^lASA Expen Onucues Bush cn Global Wsming." The Yew Tort fanes (Oeiober 
26, 20CM). Torn Yutenan. "Poblical inl<rtdvn« with actenoe real, troubling.'' The DomrPoa (Augual 21. 
2005) 

Dauiguished Public Lecture Senes at the Uepielmcra of Physica md Astronomy, Urmersay of Iowa 
(October 26. 2001) aratUbtr at http iiwrm coliaitbta edu'-.)ehl ‘‘dn complete pdf Oast visiled on \hrch 
2J. 200T) 

Jerry Mahiman. interview with .Vtaassanru (Apnl 6 2006) ncortlonjSU wtrh GAP, 
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lecture on the importance of reducing emissions at the /Xmerican Ceophssical I'nion aitd 
abo announced on ABC Neu-s that data show ed 2005 to he the '\s'armesl year on record." 
Subsesfuently, the N/VSA PAO told Hansen that there had been a “storm of anger al 
headquarters" aitd threatened him with “dire consequences" if he kept making similar 
remarks.”* .According to tiISS press officer leslie McCarthy, tieorge Deutsch rejected 
an interviess request for Hansen from NPR. ‘the most liberal" media outlet because it 
would undermine his job of “mak|ing| the President look good."”' 

NAS.A is generally deemed more Ilexihle than NOAA because there is no extra 
department with which public relations must be coordinated'*^ Indeed. NASA's media 
policy and practices were originally based on 1987 regulations found in 14 CKR 1213, 
which entail no pre-approval requirements for media inlers'iews.'*’ Nevertheless, already 
years before Hansen came under fire, an inlemal memorandum demonstrated that these 
regulations had been overlain with a new media policy mandating pre-approval, intake, 
and routing by NASA headquarters. '” Other restrictive practices also developed oRen 
without being put into WTrting. such as monitoring or dress rehearsals for press 
confereiH'es. ' ' .According to I lonsen. scientists participating in such rehearsals were told 
it was unacceptable to share certain scientific conclusions. Elvia Thompson, a former 
PAO employee al N/AS/V has commented that there was a “general understanding" that 
"climate change" was to be used in place of "global warming"'** Indeed media policies 


Jsoies Hsiisen. nletvirw with Maassarani (Febtuvy 3006) na>rd and mumal mtmo on fiU OAP 
As of noon of March 16. 2006. 2SS NASA setentisu and engmeets had signed a "Sialetnent of support for 
NASA's conunaraent to ope nn e s s * The statement "fully supports Dr Hanoen in hn professional capacay 
to coMmue alerting the piiblic about global wannaig' ^ eiKourages "all NASA alTilialed saentata and 
engnieers to openly present Ihetr expertise for the piibtK gmd * See http ''luppcn- 
letter umiaca unidrdu SOStthonam mdexpp (last visaed October 2006) 

In a hme Ik 200d letter to Senator Suian Cotbna (D-MEk Brian Chaae. Asarstanl Admmiilnilor of 
NASA's OflTice of Legislaln'e Aflatts. admitted this requen had been " in appr o p na lely deebned * anutabU 
al http ’ liebeniiin senate gov 'documents leoers'OOOboiSnasaliebCTna n etspoiiae pdf (Isot vuited on March 
23. 2007) An October email message from Deutsch also shows that he laid a NASA web designer to add 
the word 'Theory'' after every menuon of the "Big Bang.* adifang that "It u not NASA's place, nor should a 
be to make a declarouon su^ as this about the exMence of the imn cise that disoounis mtelligenl design by 
■ creator " Deuuch. resigned on Fcbruiiy 7, 2006. sftcr a was disoovered diot he had not actual^ 
graduated ftom Texas AJtM tlmversay as asaetted on his resume Andrew Revksv "A Young Bush 


AnpoiMee Resigns lus IViat at NASA," The New fork Times (February 8. 2006) 

' . Jana Goldman, mlcrview with Maassarani (October T, 2006) necard on filt wish GAP Due to its 
mission sutesnent emphasizing educauon. NASA can also spend left's of iu budget on oiaieach 
tetter From Brian Chase. To Collsu. Dole June 6. 2006 

James llanacn. oaerview with Maassarani (February 2006) ncord and odrmal mtmo on fik usdiCtlP. 
Accord in g to one anonymous UCS survey respondent "Another issue PA orfioes discouraging access to 
ccitaui scicnltsts and promoting contact with more "convenient" Kicittisis (ogam Ihn hoppciu at NOAA 
and EPA). PA otTiccrs making deemons on scsenust availability* for inedai requesu wrtJioul conmilliiig 
scienlisu and indeed n oim instance that happened to me. canceling an mlerview on CNN that had obeady 
been agreed with Uk statement "iJk agency has no one available to discuss X at this Uincir Siavey of 
Federal Cfamsle Scientuts. UCS Scsenlific Inlegnty Program (2006) NASA commcnlafy 

Drew SbuaJell. commuiucsliom wah Miassarani (Xfay 25. 2006) rtcord on flU wtth GAP. Shmdell's 
work was stgniricaitt because Acptics hove often pomlcd to warming trends m the Antic to counter global 
watmuig dieones SJundelFs research suggested on explanauon and reversal oflhis wanning phenomenon 
.Andrew Revkm. "Call tor Upemess at NASA Adds tt> Reports of ftesaure." Tht Stw fork Timts 
(February 16. 2006) 
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and practices were selectively implemented to target sensitive research such as on climate 
change being reported to national media outlets." 

In the lossa lecture. Hansen disclosed on internal NAS.A memo about a delayed 
press release for which the cited justifleat ion was: "* 

.According to HQ. there's a new review process that has totally gridlocked all 
earth science press releases relating to climate or climate change. According to 
HQ Public .Affaini, 2 political appointees. |rcdiacted| and the White House are 
now review ing all clirrute related press releases. 

Irrdeed. it became standard for then Assistant .Administrator for Public /Affairs 
Glenn Mahone artd his deputy. IX‘an .Acosta, at \AS/\ headquarters - as well as the 
White House - to review press releases dealing with the keywords “global warming 
At times this added a delay of weeks or months to what was usually a three to seven day 
process, which resulted in scientists simply giving up or in rendering stories - such as the 
2005 record-setting temperatures had Hansen not disclosed it - largely obsolete."* 
Furthermore, according to on inside source, 12-15 press releases simply "disappeared.'’ 
mostly in the weeks leading up to the 2004 electioie."' Some were '^mothered" or 
“watered down to inconsequence" by N/VS/\ headquarters. 

A widely-publicized iiK'ident occurred on .-April 28. 2005, when Columbia 
I'niversity’a Forth Institute issued a press release announcing the publication of Hansen's 
Scienct Expreu article. The press release described Hansen's ominous findings that the 
earth's cnerg\' is out of balance and referred the inquiring public to the N.ASA website for 


'’'Anonymous scicnlut, inlaview with Jennifer Freeman (Jime 27. 2tX)6i) nreonf an fiU mdi QAP. Note 
dial the ty-pKOl rccosrse for roBmonagemeM of dus sort is neufreauon of the agency's impeeloc general 
SKty-two federal agerwics have rnqiectois general audiorizcd by the Inqieclor General Aa of 1978 as 
'irtdcpendenl and objective lauta'' to '‘promote economy, efficiency and effectiveneaa" and mvealigale 
"fraud and abuse" Notwithstanding. Robert W Cobb's tenure as NASA KJ satce his presidenlial 
appommient to the position n 2002 aras recendy subject to a federal probe The findings of the lO-mondi 
mvesugraion have not officially been mode j^lic while imda review by the lYcsidrm'a Council on 
Inlcgnt)' and Efficiency /According to the Oriando Sanluul. which obtained a leaked copy of die report, t 
'outlines allegations that be stifled mveshgabom, nislitaled department employees and maintained a ctoae 
personal relalicnihip with top officials of die agency he was supposed to ankpendently moiulor ' Michael 
Cabbage. "Complamts Fuel Probe of NASA Inspector, Orlando Snumtl (November 20 2006) The 
President's Council has agreed to provide the report to the House Commioee on Science and Technology ‘s 
Subcommittee on Invesugations and Oversighl ^ Apnl 2. 2007 See press release, "adbiimatration /Agrees 
to Hand Orer Investigatire Repost on N/ASA's Inspector OeiKral." (March 6/ 2007) armldhU at 
htqi scienoc house gov.'ptessPRAttKleaipK'’NcwaiI> 1708 (bat VBited on March 24. 2007) 

'* Dmotguishcd Public Lecture Serms at the Department of Fhyacs and /Astronomy. Ihovenity of Iowa 
(October 26| 20(M) amlabU al http /Vwww cohanbra edu -^ehl 'dai complete pdf (loat vmted on Match 
23.2007) 

'* /Anonymous public affairs officer, mters iew with Nbassaiant (hby KA 2006) neordonfilt wah GAP. 

'* Drew ShindelL communications with Maassanim (Kby 25. 2006) rtcordonfiU mth GAP. Rosemary 
Sullnont, WTiler at NASA, reported effocls to delay or alter news releases oorKemtng the Jet nopubian 
Lob /Andrew Revkm. "Call for Openness at NASA /Adds to Reports of Ihessure," TV .Vew fork Timtt 
(February 16/ 2006) 

/Anonymous public affans officer, mterview with Maossonau (May lOl 2006) rKordonfiU mth GAP. 
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more inTofination and images lhal uould be posted ailer 2K)0 p.m. Ilouever. the N/\SA 
posting was not forthcoming unlit tile ne!(t morning, following signiftcant media buse 
and a presidential press conference. Futlhennore. what is essentially the same press 
release as dtat of the Earth Institute, reveals slight language changes that downplay the 
significance and grasity of Hansen's conclusions.'” News releases in the NASA online 
press release archives show that the number of such press releases drop from about four 
dozen in 2004. to one dozen in 2005. to eight in 2006. ” 

In mid-September 2004, Dr. Drew Shindcll. an ozone specialist and climatologist 
at GISS. submitted a press release to the Goddard Space Flight Center (GSFC) PAO to 
announce the publication of their GRL poper.'^ Together they came up with the title 
“Cool .Antarctica may warm rapidly this century, study finds." which political af^intees 
at headquarters then asked to be “softened." Nonetheless. 110 rejected the next 
suggestion that Shindcll .-tnd GFSC offered - “NASA Scientists expect temperature flip- 
flop at the .-\nlarctic“ - and titled it “Scientists predict .Antarctic climate changes" over 
Shindell's objections. Not surprisingly, Shindcll commented that it generated relatively 
little media interest. .Another senior climate researcher told us how she worked with the 
N.ASA P.AO to get a press release out about climate-related floods' impact on i^cuhuie. 
but it was not approved at higher levels. She eventually got high-level colleagues to 
lobby on her behalf, and it was then rqiproved 

In the months prior to the 20tM elections. The Nev York Times reported that 
Mahone told Crretchen Cook-.Anderson. fomierly in charge of earth-science ncsss at 
NASA, lhal a news confereiKe on data from a satellite measiaing ozone and air pollution 
“should not take place until after the cIcctiotL"'’* In a February 4. 2006. article. Revkin 
went on to write: 

Repeatedly that year, public-affairs directors at all of NASA's science centers 
were admonished by White House appointees at headquarters to focus all 
attention on Mr. Bush's January 2004 “vision" for returning to the Moon and 
eventually traveling to .Mars. 


Blog by Cins Mooney. -Mote on the NASA ftesa Release' (May 2. 2005) at 
hop '''sm'w chnsemooney comblogasp For example, the NASA telcme completely omits the quote 
"Thu energy anhalance u the smoking gun' that rrc have been looking for.' says James Hansen * and a 
paragraph on the policy implicatiora of the leaearch It Cnb to include the explanation of Ihermal inertia,'' 
but adds “As the Haeth warms rt emits more heal Evenlually the Earth wnll be bock in balance, if the 
greenhouse gas emtssioro are kept at the same level of today * 
http ifwym nm gov vision conhenvironmenieaith energy himl 
5ee hup //WWW nasagov.‘aijdicnce.focni«dia'archives'2UU6Mdl«chives hunl (fast visted October 2005X 
Andrew Revkai. “Call fee Ope nn e ss at NASA Adds lo Reports of Pressure.* The Ktw Tort rimes 
(Februai) 16. 2006) 

Drew ShindelL oommunicalioiB with Maassanuu (May 25. 2006) nmrdonfSt witi dW. CISS a a 
small branch of GSFC and thus collaborates with GSFC PAO. os well as NASA HQ 

Aixaiymous scienusl. mlciview with Jennifer Freeman (Jiaw 27, 2006) raconf on jUe aith GAP. 

”* Andrew Revkin. "Call for Openness m NASA Adds to Reporu of ftessure.* Die i\!rw for* Turns 
(Februai) 16. 2006) 
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Surling coriy in 2004, directives, almost always transmitted verbally through a 
chain of midlevel workers, went out from N.\S.A headquarters to the agency's far- 
flung research centers and institutes saying that all news relea.ses on earth science 
developments had to allude to goab set out in \Ir. Bush's ‘^'ision statement" for 
the agency, according to interview's with public-affairs officials working in 
headquarters and at three research centers. 

Many people wotking at Goddard Space Flight Center in Greenbelt. Md.. and the 
Jet Propubion laboratory in Pasadena. Calif, said that at the some time, there 
was a slowdown in these centers' ability to publish anything related to elimatc. 


KP.\ and the Department of Interior 

The 2002 Journal cf the Soaety of Environmenial Joumalisisjiubiishcd a poll by 
its First .Amendment Taskforce of the regional EPA media policies.'' The survey found 
considerable variation, ranging from monitors and routing to simple encouragement of 
P.\0 coordination. Few regions come up with up-to-date written policies. .Anecdotally, 
the survey found that access had been more difTicult during the Bush adminbtration. 
Thb was underscored prior to the 2004 elections when Public Employees for 
Environmental Responsibility (PEER), a public watchdog group, released a memo from 
then acting Region V .Administrator I^iarat Malhur stating. "If you receive any request 
for infomialion or an interview from a member of the media, you should refer the caller 
to OPA |i.e. P.'\0| .... Plea.se refrain from answering such inquires directly. OP.A will 
determine the appropriate response and who should respond afler consultation with 
program staff, and if itecessary, offer elevating issues for senior-level attention."'’* In 
2006, PEFiR published another leaked memo to all Office of Research and IJcvelopmcnl 
staff dated February 2, which stated "We are asked to remind all employees that ERA'S 
standard media procedure b to refer all media queries regarding ORD to .Ann Brown, 
ORI) News Director, prior to agreeii^ to or conducting any interviews.... Support for this 
policy also will allow reasonable time for appropriate management response." 

On June 20. 2(X)6. Cornelia Dean of The Neu' York Times reported that James 
Titus. EP.A project manager for sea level rise, was no longer allowed to publicly dbciLss 
issues such as beach erosion, and that all such questions were to be routed to the EP.A's 
press office.'** .Aries Keck, producer of the Earth Beal radio show, described arranging 
on interview with Titus as a "challenging and bi/arre c.xpericncc."'*' EPA public affairs 


Audrey Cooper. ~SEJ unrey finds EPA mfonnalian policies vary by legwn * Journal of At Socitty cf 
Emnronmtnlat Joumaltsls {Fid 2002) on Jilt aidi GAP The survey eschides EPA PAD headqumers 
”* Memoranduni by Bharat MMhur (undated) on /Ir u idi GAP. 

"* Enuil Frooi Ann Broam. To ORD-AU,. Eble Februwy 9. 2006. Subject Media IVocediR Remiiider 
on filt wiA GAP. 

"* Comelti Dean, “Next Vieum of Wanning The Beaches* The Sew fork Timts (June 20, 2006) 
Around the same tunc, two other icponcrs were told that Taua was not avatlahk for interviews, and were 
directed to the EPA PAO instead Rick PilU. 'EPA's global wanning conununication problem - I 
Censored espcnuc.* ClimattScitnctn'alch.org (June 27, 2006) 

‘*‘ Anes keck, mterview imh Maassarani (iurw 20. 2006) record ett Jilt uith GAP. 
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ofTiciab told her there were to be no contacts with Titus ahead of tune and that up until 
the da>' b<rurc it was unclear whether he would be axailable for the intersiew at all. 
When a-sked about these hurdles on the show. Titus responded that, “to be Ikmest I don't 
know anvihing about it. I just heard about the interview and here I ant.” As to w hether he 
could discuss the regulation of carbon dioxide, Titus replied, 'Tm not allowed... I can't 
talk about what we should do as regards regulations because it's sort of a dilTerent 
aspect. . . Since I'm here as an EPA employee I gotta basically stick to my lane which is 
rising sea levels."**’ 

.Another government agency tasked with climate research is the I'nited States 
Geological Survey, a bureau in the Department of Interior (DOIj Dr. Christopher Milly 
is a rSGS research hydrologist, stationed at CEDE to work more closely with its climate 
scientists and computer models.'** He studies the interaction of climale with the dobal 
water cycle, analy/ing how climale change affects local water supply and floods.' In a 
May 5, 2006, interview. Milly asserted “w ithin the USGS everybo^''s trying to do the 
right thing. Our management is trying to protect the scientific message and objectivity of 
our scientists.” Nonetheless. Milly has heard that personnel in I'SGS public affairs 
consider climale change and energy to be “hot-button" issues for the administration, and 
that reference to such sensitive issues, outside of scientifR' papers, arc thus handled and 
edited with care. Incidentally, the I’SGS Surv'ey Manual requires approving officials to 
“alcit appropriate olViccs (including the Oirice of Communicalions) or ofFicials with 
regard to policy-sensilive or high-visibility infoimation products that arc likely to be of 
interest or potentially controversial to the Bureau, the Department of the Interior, other 
Federal agencies; Stale, local, and'or Tribal governmental organizations; the scientific 
community; the public; or a ^cific industry or interest."'** 

Milly has experienced two incidents of interference with press releases.'** Ilie 
first case was in 2002 when a USGS press officer indicated that the subject matter was 


Problems of scienufK ailegnty are Iccystushng at EPA. which must hmciian stmullaneously as a 
regulatory and science agency T)k EPA Ingtedor Cencnl rcleaaed a report on August 16. 2006 ciung 
two eariiet studies, which contended that the EPA “has become alTccted 1^' pobtKs “ Studies Addressing 
EPA's Orgamational Structure No 2006- P.OO(C9 (August 16. 2006X amlabU al 
http .''WWW peer ofg docs'‘e|iw'06_24_S_ig repoclp^ (last viaited on March 23, 2007) On September 29, 
2006 representatives horn moie than 16000 EPA laentists called on Congress to lake immediale action 
agansl global warming and the censorship of sgency soenliats and ocher apecMlisIs on topics of climale 
change and the elTecIs of aa polkawn PEER press release. “EPA ScMMots File Mss Pemion For Action 
On Global Warmmg" (November 29, 200S)en‘aiIakt* at 

http /Arww peer oig newsnews id pEp'^cw jd-'7S9 (hut viated on Starch 23. 2007) 

Chmtophcr Milly, murview with Slaasamu (May S, 2006) nreon/on fU widi GAP, 

The big picture conclusions that can be drawn from these models mchide that water scarce arcs arc 
projected to gel itta and vice versa In North America, the Southwest u projected to be dner (expected 10- 
2(Ps leductian of stream (low by 2030. with sumlv peojecuons foe die SiakUmnem region including 
Southem Europe and Ihc Middle East), while results foe the ShdAVest are les cles According 1o Ihesc 
models, the Eairtem seaboard (s well s Alaska. Canada. Nofthon Eiaopc, and Asia) will get wetta On 
the bases of his researdi. his oponon u that suht iu pi ca l decseases in rainfill and nmoff may be mote driven 
Iw globaily-focced climale change than by over-giazing or staih-andAwra agncuhutc Ibid 

VSGS Smvay Mamat chapter 502-4 6D Fimdamenlal Sciciioc Practaocs Review, A|giroval. and 
Release of InfoamaUon Products 

'** Chmiopher MiUy, interview with Msassarani (May 3, 2006) riKunf on fiU wiit GAP. 
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sensitive and could cause problems il the White House. 1X)I declined to issue the 
release, arguing that il uould probably be released by Nature. In fact though jVofune did 
issue a release, its decision lo do so only occurred oAer Interior's denial. The second case 
was in November 2005. when the press release went out but only oher the P.\0 had 
tweaked and removed words such as "global warming." leaving the scientific content 
intact but possibly lowering its visibility. In this case, the corresponding paper showed 
how climate models developed by the international climate science community have 
predictive skill for dealing with climate change-influenced water availability. 

Milly does not kttow who made the ultimate decision in eitlier case. His only 
direct contact with (non-l'SCiS) Department of Interior personnel was at a climate-related 
2006 meeting between the I'SUS and the Hureau of Reclamation, attended bv Mark 
I .imbaugh, assistant secretary for water and science, and members of his staff.'* Milly 
recalls that in the all-day meeting discussing climate change and hs coasequetK'es for 
water resouK-cs. l.imbaugh was engaged and left no negative impressions. Ncvetlheless. 
just as with SO.\.\'s relationship to the Department of Commerce. conTidential sources 
outside I’SGS hos e blonKd DOI political appointees for pulling the strings on sensitise 
climate issues. '** 

The IX-partment's position towards climate change was recently demonstrated 
when Secretary' of the Interior Dirk Kemptliome proposed listing polar bears as a 
threatened species while rejecting the analysis in a report by U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) scientists of the relationship between the loss of tlie polar bears* 
critical sea ice habitat and climate change.'** Shortly thereafter. The Ne*' York Times 
reported on a leaked directive circulated to biologists and wildlife officials in USFU'S' 
regional .Maska division.'** I'nder the words "Foreign Travel - New Requirement - 
Please Review and Comply, Importance: HigK" a cover letter to two esample 
memoranda reads:'*' 


“* Anonymous scienusl. uUerv icw with Miassarsni (July 1 9, 2006) mord an fiU »nh OAP. Actordaig lo 
one anonymous respondent in the UCS siovey 

I am a researcher si USOS Generally, research withm our research group and choice to pursue to 
publish new cbmaie related issues is dnven at the scienusi level [TP] rtsincttons on agency 
approval of abstracts. pubiK statements and report review have been rniplcmciitcd As acienltsla. 
we do not bebeve that ihu was inilistcd by agency managers, but radier anplrmenled by the Dept 
of Inlenor and the Bush odmimsuation The new rules ore sooiewhal leslnctive. and more 
tmponantly. serve to delay di sscm m otion of new mformaiion * 

Survey of Federal Chmale Scientista. UCS SaentifK Iniegnly nogram (2006) USGS commentary' 

*** Interior Secretary' Kempthome to Lnt (hilar Bears os Threatened Under Endangered Speoes Ad." 

lyeywlmenl of Inlenor Pica Release (December 27, 2006) anitlabir at 

ht^ /.urww doi gas''1iews06_N'ews Reieaaes'061227 hunt (last visiled on March 23, 2007) 

'* Andrew Revkin. "Memos Tell Officials How lo Discuss Climate,* The AVw Tor* Turns (March *. 
2007) 

FWS memorandum To FW7 All Uaeri. Subyect Foreign Travel - New Requirement - Please Review' 
and Comply, Dole Msrdi 2. 2007 
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Please be adxiscd lhal all foreign travel requests (SF 1 175 requests) and any 
future travel requests involving or potentially involving climate change, sea ice. 
and or polar bears will also require a tiKmorandum from the Regional Direclor to 
the Director indicating who'll be the oflicial spokesman on the trip and the one 
responding to questions on these issues, particularly polar beats, including a 
statement of as-suraiKe that these individuals understand the administration’s 
position on these issues. 

Delow are copies of tw o metmnandums we recently prepared The first example 
(FT Hohn) would be an example you could use for someone traveling to a region 
where these items could be a potential discussion item. Ilie second example (FT 
.Approval Petham) is an example of a justification we recemly prepared w here the 
traveler who will specifically be dealing with these is.sues. Please note you will 
need these memo's justifications for all trips to areas w here these could be 
discussion items (i.e. Canada. Russia. Norway, any northern country). 

Please ensure any foreign travel requests coming forward that pertain to these 
issues, or traveling to these potential areas, have this memorandum in the 
package. Thanks! 
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When il comes to scientific uncertsinties uhh such profounsl policy implications 
as climate change. Congress typically establishes and funds science agencies and 
programs for the purpose of presenting its membership with the best possible science to 
inform policymaking. Communicalion of scientific research to Congress is thus a \ital 
agency function and includes congressional testimony, post-hearing questions and 
answers ("questions for the record'‘>. technical drafiing assistance, and congressionally- 
mandated reports. Due to its audience of policy-makers, these communications can be 
highly "threatening" when on administration's position and policy agenda may be 
perceived as inadequately responsive to the implications of the science ^*ing 
commimicated. 

Shortly follow ing the release of the ofificial 2004 media policy, NO.AA issued the 
second edition of its "Procedures Manual for Congressional CommunicatioiK."'^ I 'nlike 
media contacts, congressional communications con be long, elaborate, and formal; this is 
reflected in the structure of the 18-page policy. The OITice of Legislative .Aflairs (OLA) 
is responsible for coordinating congressional communicalion.s. including input, review, 
and clearaiK-e by relevant patties. Every type of scientific communication covered in the 
manual requires clearance by the Department of Commerce (DOC) and. with tlw 
exception of congressionally-mandated reports, the OITice of Management and Budget 
(OMB). Housed within the Executive Office of the President. OMB oversees federal 
agencies w ith the staled mission of ensuring "that agency reports, rules, testimony, and 
proposed legislation are consistent with the President's Budget and with administration 
policies."' ’ 

For example, in the case of congressional testimony, the policy states that: 

OLA will coordinate NO/L\ headquarters review and clearance of the testimony 
and obtain clearance from IXX^ and the Office of M,magement and Budget.... 
OLA will address all clearance commems received from IXK' and OMB. Edits 
and comments not related to policy issues will be handled directly by OI.A. 
When, in the opinion of OL.A, clearance comments involve a policy issue, OL\ 
will moke every efl'ort to obtain the views of the NOA.A witness or a policy 
official designated to act on behalf of the w itness. 

From the language of the policy, there seems to be no guidance or limitatioru on the 
kinds of edits and comments considered appropriate, or when edits and comments 
involve a policy issue - especially in the conte.xt of scientific information. In practice 
this policy seems to afford the IXK'. O.MB. and NOA.A management a great deal of 
latitude in the political review and ahcralion of scierttific conterd. 


NOAA Pnetdurts Ktamal for Congrtiaaial CamnimcaiMni (second edaton. Sepienhcr 3004) an fiU 
wiOtOAP. 

Str hop .'.'mrvr wfutehouse gov oratvocgmionontole hml (Iasi v»ted on Match 23, 2007) 
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Tnilimuny and Talking Points 

From Ihe pcnpcclivc of a NOAA lab dircAlor. OLA ~lcnd|s| lo want lo ncAiork 
the languages of prcsenlaliuns dial Mill be given and (want to| be conirolling.”*’* 
However, according to an inside source, alter dratting administration position papers or 
congressional Q&.'Vs in consultation with the scientific evperls or iheir lab directois. 
Iliese documents ore handed up from OL.A lo the "policv' shop." boused w itliin Ihe Oflice 
of the rndersccretarv' and lo personnel in the .Assistant Secretary's OfTice.'^’ Kspecialty 
when Ihe subject matter is considered sensitixe. according lo our source, it is edited lo 
doxxnplay certain conclusions, exaggerate uncertainly, and distort Ihe science while also 
trying to maintain credibility. "Realising that it is pointless. OI.A has often slopped 
asking certain scienlisis about what to write in certain circumstances as they are certain to 
gel completely rewritten anyway."”* 

Two points of contact in the review frequentlv associated with these oflices are 
feimifer .Sprague, policy advisor and congressional alfairs specialist in the (XTice of Ihe 
Undersecretary, and Dr. .Ahsha Tribble, former technical chief of staff and assistant lo the 
retired DOC /Xssisliuil Secretary James Mahoney.'” GAP's requests lo speak with either 
contact were not responded to. /According lo our source. "Jennifer Sprague regularly 
joined confereiK'e calls relating to congressional hearings and does not announce that she 
has joined, except mavhe at the end of llie call." Nonetheless, our soufv;e adds: 

It is very hard lo Uace who is initialing certain types of changes. Once an answer 
("Ihe administration's position") is developed to a particular question, everyone 
knows that the answer has to be used again whetKver the topic is addressed again 
in the future. It is hard to tell who has developed "the adminLvtnUion's position" 
and once it is developed, it is everyone's job to make sure that all materials ore 
consistent with that position. 

Consider on unpublished internal document that, according to our source, 
emerged recerUly from the policy shop and that the FOLA record ties to Tribble.''* It 
appears that this unpublished internal document was finished by February 2006 and 
approved at the highest political level in NOAA to prepare .Administrator l.autenbacber 
and other NO/A/A representatives with on official set of talking points for use in fiscal 
year 2007 congressional budget hearings, climate hearings testimony, or climate briefings 
for congressional offices. On page 18 of the document, the Q&.As deal with hurricanes 


Anonyinous lab director. ooarniunicalKmwilh Nfcanarsni (October \9,X06)neonlmfih mtiOAP, 
Anonynuais NOAA officer (May 6, 2U06) nconlon fiU wth GAP, 

•’•/bid 

Tnbbte non* leiva as m executive cdficer in NOAA'i Tropical Prediction Center 
OAR (JAAs on various lopiGS including *Ahnpl Quiiatc Change." "Climate Change Science noyect 
Budget." 'TiOAA's poauaon on clonale diange." "Trander of Research lo Opcrations ApplKalic*i.~ 
"Article on NASA Muzzling Scientuts' (undated) GAP .August 9. 2006. part 1 NOAA FOIA ntpoasr 
unjatrd pg 26-7J; Email From Tnbble; To’ Enc Webster. Date Febnury IJ. 2006. Subyeel NOAA 
Sctenlials a.AP May 30, 2000 SOAA FOIA respatat pg AS, 54-57. and Email From Memam Narrs. To: 
Tnbble. DMe Fdauary 1. 2006. Subject QdkA on muzdmg aaenuns GAP August 9. 2000 part 3 NOAA 
FOIA mgronstpg. 541 601. 
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and climate change. In response to whether global climate change is responsible for the 
increased 2005 hurricane aclis'ily, the document states that "asoilable research indicates 
increased hurricane activity can be e.vpiained by natural cycles....” Only later in tlw 
‘'background" is it admitted that available research, including from its o\Mi GFDL lab. 
indicates a possible small elTecl. Interestingly, hurricane and climate change Q&.As 
obtained from summer 2005 more readily highlight that '1bere is not enough scientiric 
evidence to determine whether the warming has increased the frequency of hurricartes” - 
though in doing so they ignore the issue of hurricane interuity.' By October 5. 2005. 
P.'VO talking points distributed to the Climate Program Office and the State Deportment 
read: "NOAA supports the view that there b no verifiable link between observed climate 
change and the intensity and frequency of the most recent .Atlantic hurricane season.”'** 
.According to our source, ”l remember that this was about the tinw \0/V.A HQ stopped 
asking for input from our scientbts on the topic and the answers seemed to he coming 
from mysterious sources."'*' 

.Another set of internal documents leaked to our investigation ollirms that political 
editing teaches beyond the "mysterious sources" at NO.AA senior nvonagement. The 
documents are draA responses to questions for the record (QFRs) submitted by Senators 
Daniel Inouye (D-HI) and Frank lautenberg (D-N'T) following on April 26. 2006. 
Commerce. Science, and Transportation Committee hearing on "projected and past 
effects of climate dtange "'*’ They include comments and edits from scientbts and from 
the OXIB. the linvironmental Protection /Agency, the Department of Energy, and the 
executive Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP) compiled by Noel Turner, 
the NO.AA legblative olToirs specialist in charge of coordinating clearance artd review of 
congressional communications. In the first drafl. suggested text from OMB attributed 
global worming to increasing water vapor, in relioiKe on a quote taken out of context 
from a scientific paper by' Drs. Karl and Trenberth. '*’ Comments by Dr. James Butler. 
Deputy Director of G.MD. in a subsequent draA attempted to clarify that this is ikM what 


' Xompiled (.TomIc Change Q A's ant IIiarKane (T.A version 6-224)5 llam" anjSir «i<tiG4P. 

*** Bmad From Smullen. To Susan Povenmue. Dale November 5, 2005. Siibfna press giudance on 
clunale change St humcanes Thacker (ottg>Uu ffOA/t FOIA p. ISS. 

To be sure. CEQ readily suggesu agency talking points when communicating pobey issues /Anuid 
August 2005. CEQ Chsef o( Staff Dr Btysn Hamwgan forwarded NCDC Director Tcm Karl by way of 
Ahsha Tnbble. a set of lalksng poiMt m anucipation of media attention surrounding three soonOrsbe 
rclemed papers on temperature trends that coidirm global warming The lalking poinia laud the 
odmouslrMian'i avppcal of and commitment to climate change science Emad From Ahiba TnbMc. To 
Labotde. Dale August 1 1, 2005; Subject Suggested respnise Subject NAT story' on tempeiBOire trends 
Thacktr compltU FOIA mpaot pj. 64-7/ 

"Tracked 4 26 06 Climale QFRs OMBuevuuora" on fik atri CUP. 'Tracked 4 26 06 Clanatc QFRs 
OMB" on fiU wiA GAP. Similarly. CEQ has reviewed and cleared congressional queatioeis submittnl lo 
the EPA on climate change Emad From Stanley' Sokul. To Fhilip Cooney'. Date May 29. 2003; Subject 
FOR COMMENT - another EPA QStA on climau change tnwlahk al 
http '.Vww whaehouw gov oeq foia'index4ani»_729 pdf (laat vmled on March 23. 2007) 

inouye question >12, comments ADA4 and nl5, "Tracked 4 26 06 Cbmale QFRs OMB-revisiona" on fiU 
wth Q^, Anonymous NOAA lab daeclor. mterview wah Nfaasaarani (June 1, 2006) ncani an fiU »iih 
GAP. 
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was meant, but OMB seemed to insist on keeping the language. Finally. OMB appeared 
to accept a change to the language made by Karl himself. 

In a later comment, OMB recommends removing the phrase, ”|h|o\s'evcr, healthy 
coral reef ecosystems arc important to both the fisheries and tourism industries and 
negative impacts on these ecosystems could olTect these industries'* because it is deemed 
redundant and urmeccssary aflcr the opening sentence of the paragraph: "Ihe full range 
and magnitude of the biological and biogeochemicol effects of ocean acidification arc 
still so uncertain that a reliable and quantitative estimate of the likely socio-ecortomic 
effects is rtot yet possible."'” 

Comments and emails from other agencies abo raise concems about potentially 
inappropriate editing, although this may ultimately be a matter of scientific judgment. In 
comment 7 of the later draft. DOE proposed the follow ing change of w ording: ' 

In addition to impacts resulting from ocean acidification, marine ecosystems will 
abo respond to other climate- and human-induced stresses (e.g.. itK'reasing sea 
surface temperature, rising sea level, overfishing, etc.). It is diflicult to determine 
the combined effect these stressors will have, and the precise timing of any 
impacts. Ihe presumption in these statements is that any increases in sea surface 
temperature and sea level w ill be stressors of ocean systems, and by definition of 
the words strcs.scs and stressors, will have an adverse impact on marine 
ecosystems. Suggest that the word 'stresses* and 'stressors* be replaced with a 
more neutral term such as 'changes’ becaase there is stilt a relatively poor 
scientific understanding and limited scientific basis for predicting bow ocean 
ecosystems, in general, will respond to changes in temperature, pi I, and sea level. 

A later question by Lautenberg asks what effect rapid climate change could have 
on e.vtinctkms. and how this contrasts with the effects of slower natural climate cycles."' 
flic response given is “Yes. it would be fair to say that survival of many species during 
glacial cycling likely provides no assunmee that there will be few extinctions as a result 
of warming"'" In turn. IXfH has Turner make the following minor addition with the 
effect of completely undermining the original response: '" 

As originally written, thb sentence implies it is likely there will be more 
extinctions. Is this necessarily the case? Does the literature support this? (Indeed. 
OIK could argue (and some have) that in a warmer world there will be more 
biodiversity, not less.) Does this statement just apply to the oceans? Suggest 
mserting if appropriate, the parenthetical phra.se "(or more)" between “few” and 
“e.xtinctions" in the sentence above. 

St* Inouve cfiKSUon tC, cominaii ADA6, "Tncked 4 36 06 Ctinule QFRs OMB-revniam* an fit* wuh 
(UP. 

Inouye question #5, ocminent ntlO. "Tracked 4 36 06 Ctonate QFks OMB-revincin'' on filt with (UP. 

Inouye question IM. oonnnenb nlT. "Tracked 4 36 06 Ctonate QFRsOMB-revmom" on)!le with (UP. 
'** I juoenberg queuion a$, "Tracked 4 36 06 Clmiale QFRs OMB-ievisiam" on filt nth (UP. 

"ftld 

Ibni Cooiraenl iil35 
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The rcapoasc lo this same question on extinctions continues with “[c|unrcnt 
climate conditions arc reaching outside of the range (of temperature, precipitation, ocean 
pll. and atmospheric circulation) e.xperienced during the glacial cycles.*' DOE then has 
Turner change "are" to “may." justifying the edit solely on the basis of temperature:'** 

Ihe recent NAS (National .Academy of Scicnces| study had "a high level of 
coniidence” that global temps. |sic| arc higher than at any time since 1600 but hod 
"less confidence" in statements that global temps, are higher now than from 900 
to 1600 and had '^'cry little coniidence" in statements of temps, prior to 900. If in 
NO.AA’s view the NAS report reflects tlie latest scientifle thinking on this issue, 
suggest changing "arc" to "may be" to take this into account. .Altemativcly. keep 
"are" but start the sentence with "There is some es-ideiK'e suggesting that 
current..." 


Ihe process for preparing and presenting written and oral testimony is slow and 
dominated by non-science sloiT and hi^-level management. It rarely allows research 
scientists to communicate directly and openly to Congress. When direct contact does 
take place, the agency has also imposed various restrictions. On Match 29, 2004, 
loutenhacher re-circulalcd a 2001 memorandum by then Commerce Secretary IXrttald 
Evans, which required all communications to be coordinated and monitored by the Oflice 
of Legislative .AfTairs.'’' On .-April 15. 2005. presumably in response to a budget scattdal 
with the failing National Polar-orbiting Operaliotul EnsHronmertal Satellite System, 
NCAA Chief Financial Oflicer Maureen W’ylie disseminated a memorandum to all 
SOW employees applying the media policy to congressional communications.'*^ An 
October 2005 document obtained in our investigations set out procedures specific to 
direct and or implanned congressional communications. The policy requires that 
"information and materials" and "meetings or phone calls with congressional 
representatives or staff and presentations where congressional staff have been invited or 
can reasonably be expected to attend must be cleared through OAR headquarters and sent 
up through the NO.-V.A Office of legislative .Affairs."'” 

A comparison of two emails involving congressional site visits to GFDI. by New 
Jersey congressmen shows disparate treatment between Representative Rush Hoh (D-NJ) 
and Senator lautenberg.'” .Although GFDL is permitted to begin working “informally" 
on the insitatkm for the former. Jason Robertson. Ol.-A congressional affairs specialist. 


”*lbui CoaBientnl26 

*** Hmail Fran l.ujtenfaacher. Dote Ntarch 29, 20(St, Subycct Congrenuonal rantads Meincranduin 
Onrafwaer uUct humtcM ,y%>/t4 FCHA nspoitu pg. 24. 

Fran Nfaurcen Wylie, Dale Apnl 15, 3005 Subject Cantmiawatiam wah Esiemal Oroups NOAA 
OAPJulySI. 2006, part / SOAA FOU pg. 34. Acconfirig to on mside soiBce. there has tradiUoiially been 
Imle cooperation between the NOAA PAO and OLA howeva this nay change with Ihe recent hinng of 
Randee Exier os OAR CaanumcalMra Director 

'110105 lAocedures for Cominunicataig writh Congress (OARQ'on fiU with 04P 
Email Fran Brian Grass. Dsie July 35. 06, Subject bnilauon to Rudi Hoh for s visil to GFDL and 
Emad Fram Jason Robeitian. Dale Oember 5, 3006. Subject NJ Senator on jite wtOi GAP. 
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outlines a “standard operating procedure” to be followed for I juitenberg.'” 'Iliis requires 
UI'DL to inform OLA of “which research areas would the bb like to brief the Senator on; 
what is the reievatK-e to the Senator; and how do they fit into NOAA'i priorities?" The 
email ends. “Also, I'm not sure from your message when you're thinking about 
scheduling this visit; however. I would si^cst aiming for the March or .April 2007 
recess. Then are some pragmatic reasons for my recommendation, which I'd be glad to 
discuss..,.” IncidenUlly, Lautenberg sits on the Senate Commerce. ScieiK'e, and 
Transportation Committee, which has jurisdiction over NOAA 

( onKmsJanal Krports 

NOAA is the lead agency of the U.S. Climate Change Science Program (CCSPk 
an interagency efloit to integrate federal research on climate and global change.' 
■''ormed in 2002, the CCSP incorporated overaight of both the longstanding U.S. (ilobal 
Change Research Program (l^SGCRP) and President Hush's 2001 Climate Change 
Research Initiative (CCRI). as well as responsibility for compliance with tlie 
requirements of the (ilobal Change Research .-kcl of 1990 (tiCRA). The CiCRA includes 
requiremenls for an annual report to Congress and the periodic publication of a ten-year 
strategic plan for the program. As such, the CX'SP is responsible for producing Our 
Changing Plantl (OCP). an annual report required by the 1990 /Act, and has undertaken 
the development of 2 1 Scientific Synthesis and .\.<»csamcnt Reports (SARs) pursuant to a 
July 200.T Strategic Plan. 

t)n June I. 2005. Rick Piltr. Senior Associate in the CCSP Oflice. issued a 
memorandum to the CCSP principal explaining the grounds for his March II. 2005 
resignation'*’ Pilt/ wrote: 

The proMem is manifested especially at the points at which the key scientifically 
based assessments of climate change touch on the arenas of policymaking and 
research planning. The administration will nut accept and use appropriately the 
findings and conclusions of the national and interrutional climate ossessntents. 
aitd it hinders and even prevents the climate science program from doing so. In 14 
years - 10 years working with the program and. before that, with the House 
ScietK'e Committee - I have seen the program and its leadership go through a lot 
of changes. Each administration has a policy position on climate change. Hut I 
have not seen a situation like the one that has developed under this administration 
during the pa.st four years, in which polhicization by the White House has fed 
back directly into the science program in such a way as to undermine the 
credibility and integrity of the program in its relationship to the research 
community, to program managers, to policymakers, and to the public interest. 

ThcK procedures do nor seem to be speerfied in ihc "lAocedurcs for Coramunicaiing wah Congress 
(OARO* 

*** eXTSP's parUetpating deportments and ogenexs mclude NASA. DOC, EPA NSF, DOE, USQS, USDA 
HHS. DOk DOD. DOS, DOT, USAID and the Snitbsoeiian Imtitunon It is overseen by 06TP. OMB, and 
CEQ 

*** Rick Piltz. memorandum on “On Issues of Concern About the Governance md Ihrectrcn of the Climale 
Change Science lAogniin'' (haie 1, 2005X 
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This polhicUotion is manifcslcd in bcnv the high-Ics'cl CCSP governance process 
works, especially in the relationship between administration political oiricials and 
agency program managers; in bow climate science U expressed in program 
reports; and in how the programs “decision support,’ assessment, and 
communication functioiis are beit^ framed and developed Ihere ore numerous 
examples, and some indications llial the situation may base worsened since the 
November 2004 election. I will focus on just a few of them that have been 
particularly signiHcanl in shaping my own view of the program, Hs direction and 
leadership, and thus in intiucncing my decision to object and resign. 

Pillz went on to describe bow the White House Council on Kmironmcntal Quality 
(CEQ) - most notably its Chief of SUIT Philip Cooney, a non-scientist and former oil 
lobbyist - became inappropriately imolved in program governance and editing of its 
reports in such a way as *To adsance the aibninistralion's position on climate change 
politics and policy."' This included lOOs of handwrinen edits to the first and final 
draAs of the CCSP Strategic Plan and l■T200T OCP prior to clearance by CEQ for 
publication. A double-digit percentage of the alterations - which became widely 
publicized once leaked to and puMished by The jVew i’ork Times shortly alter Piltz' 
resignation - had the elTect of w eakening and slanting text about the state of scientific 
knowledge and introducing or exaggerating unceitainties.'** .-Vlthough many of these 
edilx never made it into the published version due to significant push-back from CCSP 
management, they undoubtedly delayed the process and sent chilling signals to scientists 
and career bureaucrats. A few days alter his role was widely reported in the media, 
Cooney resigned and took up a position that had already been secured for him at 
Exxon.Mobil. 


** PilU aho notes ihc dMisteful Apnl 200C ~uiisici~ by Admiral Laiitcnbachci and OSTP Diicctar fohn 
Ntaiburger of Niaigmet Lemea chair of the USGCKP Earlier n Fetouaiy 2001, the Notioml Resources 
Oefense Council obtauied a lax daud Fcbruaiy 6, 2001 by ExmciMobil lob^ui Randy Hindol to the CEQ 
uigiiig the duaiusal of IPCC choir Dr Robot Watun and duet scwniisi ol the World Bank, oi well os 
OSTP Associate Direcler for Envaenracm Dr Rosina Bierbaum. Jelhey Nbotke of die Stale Depamnenl. 
and LTSOCRP senior scientisi Dr MKhael XlscCracken ovmtsb/r at 
http Xmrw ntde aigiBedia'docsn204n} pdf (lost visiled on March 21. 2007) Seedless to say. the Biiah 
admarustrauon blocked Walaon's ledecuen as IPCC chaunin, fulcd lo renew Birebium's appoaumeiu lo 
OSTP, and “horasaeir Mwlke out of Ihc poaiucai t.ener From MocCiacken, To: Raymond (CEO of 
Exxon.Mob«l). Dale September 20; 2002 oratUNr at liiq> vwww cbmamacncewalehoig rile- 
iiploadwMaciSacken-Rxxan pdf (tan viaSed Fcbcumy 2007) 12S md 1 of DCS siovey reipondeiUs 
perceived or exptncnced. respectively. *[cpitngesedita diaing review dial chaii|e(d] the raeaiung of 
scienbfic foldings’ Survey of Federal Chnute Scientnu, CCS Scientific Inlegnly Prognan (2006) 
qiMicn*l9 

Andrew Revkm. “Bush Aide Eibled Clisnale Rcpcala,* Tht .Vrw Fork Times (June 8. 200SX Anonymous 
NOAA daector. imervicw wuh Slaassiram (June I. 2006) rteoni an JfJr auh GAP; ibek Pillz. 
monorandum on “On Isaies of Conoem About the Oovemance and Daccuon of ihc Cfamole Change 
Scicnoc Prpgiaffl’ (Jiaie I. 2005). For on example of pcopoaed CEQ text addmons dial acicctively pick 
from the scicnufK liieraiiae lo emphaaiee unootaaity. see Emad From Bryan llinnegan. To JcIT 
Holmsicad. Dale June 19. 2003, Subycct Climate Change Text StwesUons availabU at 
hup Arww whilehouse gov eei) foia oidcxl aima_753 pdf (laai vmied on March 23. 2007) 
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Countering chirges it a June 8. 2005, White House press briermg that Cooney's 
invohement and background may have been inappropriate. Scon McClellan states;^ 

He's one of many people who are involved in Ute interagency review proces.s, 
including those 15 federal agencies, and the While House olliccs like the OfTiee 
of Science and Technology Policy' and the Council on Environmental Quality. 
■And the Oflice of Science and Technology Policy is very ably led by Dr. 
Marburger. he is a well-respected scienlisl. .And they arc very involved in that 
interagency review process. .And Uial ofTiee not only is involved in the review 
process, but signs off on these reports before they go out 

In his response to July 20. 2005. questions for the record (QEKs) from Senator 
John Kerry (D-MA). Ur. James MoboiKy, director of CCSP by virtue of his position in 
NOAA. defended CEQ's proposed edits as appropriate and mere suggestions.^ 
Testifying to the matter before the House Oversight and Government Reform Committee 
on March 19. 2007, Cooney acknow ledged that some of the changes were made to "align 
these communications with the administration's staled policy on climate change."’*’ He 
argued that he had hod “the authority and responsibility to moke recommendations to the 
diKuments in question, under an established irMerageiKy review process" and that these 
"recommendations" largely reflected the findingr of a 2001 climate report by the 
Naliorul .Academy of Sciences (NAS). 

Pihz credited .Mahoney's behind-the-scenes support of scientists and his “pish 
back" for the fad that many damaging edits never made it into the final publication, lire 
few sowces with a close professional relationship interviewed for these investigations 
believed that Mahoney, like many NO.A/\ high-level managers, was under tremendous 
political pressure and may have at limes faced difncmll. often compromising, decisions 
pining scietwe against politics.’** On Juiw 9. 2005. Representative Henry Wavman (D- 
C.A) and Kerry requested a U.AO investigation to evaluate the document changes and 
other elTorts by White House officials and agency political appointees with regard to 
federally -funded climate science.’*’ Ibis was followed by a similar rrauest by Senators 
LauteniKrg (D-NJ) and Harry Reid (D-NV) on June 29, 2005.' and again by 


" See http ’’WWW whiteheuse gw nrwsreleascs nony (16 jmyiocii.; hunM (last nsued on Match 23. 

vxri) 

** Qnis from Senators Inouye. Kerry. Uautenberg. and McC'am (July 20. 2005) Odf .tapiir 9, 1006. part 
1 SVAA FOIA rtsponn pg, y-it. 

Lauren Morello, 'tiouae probe turns to role of Cheney's otTice.* Enrmnmta: and Fjwrgp Daily (March 
20. 2007). Josef Hcbeit. ‘XXTKial defends edamg of ctimate papers." AiaottaudPna (Mveh 19. 2007) 
"’/inf 

'** Ananymous NOAA dttcctot. interview wah Maassarani (June I, 2006) ntordcrt fib %ith CAP, Jeny 
Mddmari. aileiview with Maa ga rani (Apnl 6, 2006) nconi on fib mth CAP, Rick Pdll^ inlerriew with 
Maaisarani (March t, 2006) 

** Letter From Kerry, Wasmm, To Comptroller General David Waker. Date Jiaie 9. 2(XI5 atatUbb at 
http '^eistghthouae go* DociBBenlstaoyObOPiyOJOJ- 34992 pdf (Ian vuiled on March 23, 2007) 

Specifically, lonOenberg and Reid aiked Ihe GAO K> "delennine the legality of actions" taken by CEQ’s 
Fful^ Cooiwy Press release (Jiaic 29, 2005) aicluding Letter to Walker amlakh at 
http 'laulenbeig aeiMe gov newaoomrecord c&B7id*2M5.36JtJ6 (hut visiled on March 23. 2007) 
Accordirtg to a FOIAed email bom Leah Hamhon. dies earned pome at die DOC Office of Legislative and 
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RcprcscnUlivc Daxid Wu (IM)R) on May 2. 2006.**^ These GAO investigations arc still 
pending an outcome. 

On July 20. 2006, under the leadership of Chairman Tom Davis (R-VA) and 
ranking member Henry \Va.\man. the Hou.se Govemment Reform Committee initiated an 
inquiry into these actions bs- the CKQ.^ By September 20. 2006. in response to CEQ 
protests that the document requests were too burdettsomc. the Committee had agreed to 
limit the time frame, the number of identified officials, and tsvo out of five request 
criteria. In the following two montlu. “Committee staff w as permitted to conduct an lit 
camera review at CKQ offices of a select subset of the documents... tliat appear to 
contain evidence of a vigorous effort b\' .senior administration officials to downplay the 
certainty and negative impacts of global warming.”^ t)n January 30. 2007, however. 
Representatives W’axman and Davis wrote a letter to CEQ Chairman James Connaughton 
expressing their displeasure that - despite two extenskms, a significant narrowing of the 
scope of their requests, and the identification of specific documents - the CEQ had 
largely tendered only redacted records previously made public under FOl.V*'*' .-M a 
February 20 meeting, CEQ aides fmally agreed to provide the committee otte box of 
responsive documents per week.^" that same day. Citizens for Responsibility and 
Ethics in Washington, a nonprofit legal watchdog, filed a lawsuit against CF^Q for failure 
to respond adequately to its FOI.A requests.^'* 

The intease media scrutins', increa.sed Congressional oversight, and resigiution of 
Philip CooiKy seem to have produced a climate of greater trust and openness at the 
C'CSP. .According to scientists mvolved in the first Synthesis and Assessment Report 
released May 2, 2006, there were no inappropriate edits at the final stages of cxccutise 


Inlcrgovcmnenul Afliurs as a was around the time that four DCXT nooiinees were to go ihrough the Senate 
connrraation process Email From Harretson, To: Wienecke. Cohcii, Rajder. Mahone}'. Tnbble. 
Anderson. Date June 30, 2005. Subject Farmer \Mute House Clmiate Change Official Ma)' Have 
Violated Federal Low Say Lawmakers (Press rdcasc. 29 Jurw 2005) GAP August H 2006. part i SOAA 
FOIA nspoiaepg, 290-911 

Wu requested dial the OAO "investigate reports of SKidences and likely effeclx of imposing political 
litmus tests (unrelated U> their work) for science appointees, the withholding, delay, or politically motivated 
editing of scientiTK reportic and the effects on froedom of mqusy for both fed^ and nan-federal 
Ktenusts* Press release (May 2. 2006) osuifobir or 

http ' WWW house gov 'apps>1ik'pceisomi_wupi05022006GAO hanl (last visaed on March 23, 2007) On 
May 12. 2006, Wu and Represenlative Gordon (D-TK) wrote Piesidait Bush a letter m which ihey 
suted. *Al NOAA, Ihe evidence is m ihaa a monumenlal failure of leadership and management has 
occurred We urge you lo immcdialely intervene and replace [NOAA .rVkninistniiof Conrad] Lauicnbacher 
and IDcputy I'ndersecrctaty John J f^Ily. Jr ]. holding them accountable for ihe dismal failure at NOAA * 
See htlp drmocralsscMnce house goV'Media'File'AdminLenerswh.noaa di9iiiseaIs_12may06 pdf (last 
visaed on March 23. 2007) 

”* Letter From Davn, Waxman. To; Connaughlan. Dote July 20 3006 on fiU vtth GAP. Danen 
Sarouebohn, "House prniel lo rev iew claims of While House censorship.* Grrenarnr (July 20. 2006) 

’** Henry Wweman, House Oversighi and Oovesra n e n l Reform Comminee memotindian regudstg CEQ 
documcnls (January 30, 2007) 

'** Letter From WsKman.To Connaughloai. Dote January 30. 2007 onyilr wuPi CWP. Letter From Davis. 
Waxman. To Connaughlon. Date September 2(1 2006 on fiU wuh G4P. 

Letter From Waxman. To Connaughton; Dote Februaiy 26. 2007 on fit* uuh GAP 
"CREW Sues Council on Environmental Quality Over Global Warnimg Docimieraa* U-S. Wrasarnr 
(February 2D, 2007) 
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rexicw. which multcd in a robust scicntiric product.’*’ Indeed, as slated in the final 
prospectus for the report, issued Februars' 2. 200$ - and reflecting similar language to the 
futal prospecti of all subsequent reports - "if (upon review | the CCSP Interagency 
Committee determines that further revision is necessary, their commettts will be sent to 
the lead agency for consideration and resolution b\' lead authors.’'”’ The CCSP 
Interagency Committee comprises the NO.-VA .Acting Director, thirteen agency principals, 
and executive ofTice liaisons such as CFQ. OMK, and OS'IT. 'Ihe prospectus goes on to 
require clearance from the National Science and Technology Council (NSTC). whose 
comments ‘\vill be addressed by the CCSP interagenev Conunittee in consultation with 
the lead and supporting agetwies and the lead authors."’*’ 

Nonetheless, rellecting the concerns of others in our investigation. I>. Michael 
Mx-Crackem a senior scientist witose nine-year assignment with I'SOCRP ended in 
2002 - continues to be cautious.’** MacCracken notes that the ofllcial revised 2004 
(iuidclines for Producing Climate Change Science Program (CCSP) Synthesis and 
.As.sc'ssment Products (S.APs) still fails to grant lead authors final review, violating at least 
the spirit of the Federal .Advisory Committee Act (F.AC.AX’*’ In a lengthy letter to 
colleagues explaining his February 200$ resignation from Ihe post as CCSP lead author 
for the U.S. Slate of Ihe Carbon Cycle Report (StX^CR) S.AP 2.2 on the North .American 
Carbon Budget and Implications for the Global Carbon Cycle,’" Dr. Eric SundquisI 
wrote that he:”* 

c-ouldn’t explain or defend to other scientists Ihe new guidelines for government 
review and approval of Ihe report as the authors of Ihe study may not retain 
authority over the final content of the report... Further clarification is needc-d to 
determine what aspects of the report might be changed during the final review and 
approval process, and whether the authors’ independent scientific judgment will 
be retained. 

.As MacCracken points out - and on which basis he declined an invitation to 
review the S(K'CR SAP - there are. with the 2004 Guidelines unchanged, no assurances 


’”7001 Wigley. auennew wilh Msaasarani (April $, 2006) reewrf on fik wuh QAP. One source did reveal 
"ail mcidcm where one of Am panel memb^ after agreeing to Icxt n Chicago, ap pare n tly talked to 
polaical or odier contacts m DC and forced Ihe advisocy ccnunince to have a conference call and dui led to 
tetne minoc changes m the report's abslnct-so die way die report was aifhienced was through one of the 
inemhers they had appointed to the panel " Anonymous tcieninl. communications widi Xtaaaarani (tune 
4, 2006) ncorJon/U* •ish OAP. 

See hup ‘‘wrww climaleaciencc goir/I.ibrafy'aap/aapl-l/sapl-lpiaepcctua-finaI htmad (last vaulted on 
Mach 23. 2007) 

"’Ibid 

'** Mike MacCiacken communicauons with Maassamni (May 27, 2006) rtconionfiU mtih GM’. 

FACA aims to enstae Ihe inuiqiarency and independence of information rendered by Talny commidee. 
board, commission, council conferenoe. panel task force, oc other sanda groigi. or any' subcommitlee or 
subgroig) thaeof which ia citablidied or utilized by one or more agencies * $ U S C App 2 }3(2XC) 
Note Ihe carbon cycle chapTer of Ihe CX'SP ScraltgK Plan bys out StXCR n 'a senes cif mcreasingly 
compr eh ensive snd infcamsuvc icpocis shom die status and trends of carbon emissions and sequerttation " 
The fifsl SOCCR report was aho lo serve as SAP 2.2 

Letta froni Sundquut lo colleagues (undated) on fik mth GAP. 
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thil the prospccli approved b\' the polHicol appoinleea for the next Sv-nlhesK and 
/UsiesMnenl, due in the second quarter of 2008 will retain adequate vafeguaids.^ 
Similarly Dr. Susan Solomon, a senior scientist at NOAA'i aeronoim lab atul co^rhair of 
the IPCC. has slated that: 

|.A|uthors must have independence in their work if the reports are to he credible. 
•Agencies. CCSP priiKipals. OSTP, or olhets should ivol have oversight, and they 
certainly should not have a right of linal review. Many people can and should 
participate in providing written review comments, but any oversight mechanisms 
should involve only distinguished scientists. 

"Political editing" is rtot the only concern shored b>' Drs. .MacCracken. Sundquist 
Solomoa and others. Consider a paragraph from the SOCCR S.AP 2.2 droit 
prospectus:"' 

The funding award has been set up such that the U.S. Govetnmem will not exert 
management or control over tiie activities of the contractor ttor will ll.S. 
Government officials play a role in selecting authors, holding meetings, setting 
the agenda, or drafting the final report. NO.'V/A has determined that this approach 
to produce SAP 2.2 docs not require a FAC.A committee. 

In June 2004. Sundquist and Dr. Usa Dilling sidrmitted their uiuolicited jrroposa] 
for S.AP 2.2. one based on high stakeholder involvement and an open process.'" Seven 
momhs later, managing officials of the CCSP Carbon Cycle Interagency Working tiroup 
“strongly urged" them to irterge their submission with a drafl prv>|^al that had been 
prepared by a group from Uak Ridge National laboratory (ORNL)."’ The ORNL drafl 
included on outline of the proposed contents and a list of suggested authors. Some of 
tliese authors had been recruited with assurances by ORNT. scientists that the proposal 
was prepared "in response to encouragement from the Deportment of Energy."^* 
Contrary to Dilling and Sundquist's origiiul unsolicited proposal, the fmal merged 
proposal was written in compliance vv itii explicit guidelines from program nuinageis that 


** Mike MteOadctn, coainnaucations with Miaaunni (Xliy 27. 2006) nconi on JIU otih GAP, SOCCR 
mvOation leaa fiam KoMuisky U> MocCrKken (Apnl 26i 20^ onfiU with GAP. 

http .vrww climalcscience gov lilmy sap'sap2-2'‘sap2-2prmp(elus-final htm (last rutted on March 26. 
2007) Tulle 4S. Code of Federal Regukbens (CFRk Chipler 1. Federal Acquisition Regulations. Suhpan 
I5.603<e)) stales *A valid utiaoliciled proposal must ._ (3) Be prepared without Oovenmenl supervision, 
endonemenk direction, or doecs Govemnenl arvaheaient * 

Eik Sunkpusi. interview with Maanaram (Novemher 10, 2006) nmrdon filt ntlh GAP. 

Ihiii Note that the ORNL draft rvopoaal nos suhmated to DOE The DOE "Oinde for the Submission 
of Unaoliciled Pr cposals " Wales that "an unsolicited psopouil may be accepted by DOE if it u 
independently onguaaed without Government eupervuion * 

Email From Tom Wilbanks. To Bob Hsmss, Due December 2003 on filt with GAP. quoted n (and 
obtained m respoiae to) Sumkiian't public oominenu on the dnift SAP 22 ptospecOu maiU/e or 
http '.'wwwclanalcscicnorgov1.diiary'Sapaap2-2'sap2-2praapcctussxanmentahlm (laia visited cn March 
25. 2007) 5 m alto Email From Sian Wulbchlcger. To: Jesaufev Jenkins, Dale. December It) 2003, 
Subject An Invitation on fiU ardi GAP. Thu "aifarmal aolicstalian' contradicts Ac SAP 2 2 proqiccnis. 
which provides for unsoliciled propoaab only 5 m hop ''www cinaaleicienoe govT.ibiaiy'Sapsap2- 
2aip2-2proapectua.draft him dan visaed on March 25. 2007) 
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"encounigcd" submilten “lo idcnlify conlcnl iind lead aulhont as much as is possible."^ 
Hie guidelines also emphasized that, without this information, the proposal would have 
to demonstrate how it would conduct a more open process within the schedule taken 
verbatim from the ORNl. proposal that a.ssunied pre-^termined authors and content. 
According to Sundquist. *^is degree of agency oversight in the proposal process is not 
consistent with (the govemmenl|'s stated justification for preparing the StX'CR outside 
of FACA requiremetUs. and has compromised its independence from government 
influence. 

.'Vhhough Mahoney had - to OSTP's displeasure - insisted that the draft SAP 
reports be posted on the Internet before futal review, there b no guarantee that thb 
traasparerwy will hold following Mahoney's retirement in March of 2006.^^ Moreover, 
the CeSP office has not been authorize'd to talk to the press, rather, all questions are 
referred to NOAA or the CEQ chairman. Finally, there is concern about the potential 
ability of special interests to legally challenge the eompliaiK'c of congressional reports 
with various procedural statutory requirements, and thus to delay or block their 
completion or dissemination. 

Consider the I'nhod Stales National Assessment of the Potential Consequences of 
Climate Variability and Change (VSNA), transmitted to Congress at the end of 2000 
pursuant to the Global Change Research Act <GCRA).^ /ks the National Research 
Council of the National .Academies noted, the L’SNA was produced through a process 
that included “exemplary" stakeholdcn* involvemcmt and exhaustive peer review. 
Nevertheless, on October 5. 2000. an industry-backed policy group, the Competitive 
Enterprise Institute (CEI). joined by Senator Janies Inhofe (R-OK) and other co- 
plaintiffs. filed suit against President Clinton. OSTP, and NSTC alleging violations of the 
FAC/A. llie OCR,\. iuid Public Ijw 106-74.*^ Following Clinton's departure from 


Conpiled oocnmenta of OCIWO subrained to NCAR (Ma>’ 14. 2005) on fib <ri4i C4P, SAR 22 
Gvndance to Proposers (May 1< 2004) on fiU nsiA GAP. 

“»«< 

Ibid Sm aim Smkiutu, PUUic Review Commenu (Fehniary 2 - March 7. 2005) on the Draft 
ftos p edus for Syrahesis and Aiaesainent Fioduct 2.2 avadabb at 

hqp /'Vrww clnatescience gov Cihrary'Sap sap2-2Mp2-2proapectx 'on ia MiiU s hun (last risiied on March 
23. 2007) The fmal SAP 2 2 report n due to be released March 2007 

Mike MacCncken, coranuiucaUom wahMaauarani (hfay 27, 2006)r»confon)Ur aiitGAP. 

** Aooordaig to ns website. CB ■ “a pro-market, public policy group coammed to atKancmg the 
principles of free enlerpnse and limited govenanent. including a focus on global warming the EPA and 
other emiioranciilal asuei* While CEI does not dwcloae as aaaccs of funding ExxonMobil has 
contnbiard over two milbon dollars to CEI sinoe I99S. based on the company's own ifata Rooenify, CEI 
launched a C02 ad campaign proraoong the benefits of inacaacd cstbon emissiom 
*’* In hu mcmorandian. Rick Piltz writes 

The Nsbonal Assesamcnl wsa bulk on ■ solid foiaidalion of research supported by the USOCRP 
md went through sn extensive foia-slage expert and public review It entrained the coninbuuons 
of ■ duUngutahed National Assessment Synthesis Team and of hwidrcds of other icientisls and 
produced a set of reports that to tfus day remains the mart oomprehensive and authoritative 
scientifically based assessment of the potential consequences of climsie chsnge for the United 
States It wss s primary basu for Chapter 6 on “Impacts and Adaprauon* of the U.S. CbmaU 
Action Report 2002. whidi was submitted by the U S Oovemment pursuant to the nsUofial 
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oflicc. Ihc case was rcllllcd, naming George W. Qush et al. as defendonLs. The suit was 
ultimately settled, with a Joint stipulation that the USN'A docs not and will not serve as 
the basis for any policies, positions or rules of tlie federal government, but that it 
coastituted a submission by a nott-govenmiental body and would be considered by 
poticymakers as such.^' A memorandum by Dr. Rosina Bierbaum. the then- .Acting 
Director of (1STP. clarilied for the record that products, even in undisputed compliance 
with F.AC/V. do not represent government policy. Nothing in the legal record prohibited 
citation of the scientific document. 

Then on July 20. 2001. Peter Uacklund of the OSIT senior professional staff 
informed Rick Piltz that the OSTP Chief of Staff. Richard Russell, had directed that all 
references to the GSNA be deleted from the KY2002 edition of Our Changing Planet - 
the ceSP's first annual mandatory report to Congress after the CSNA was issued.*’* 
.According to Pih/, this incident foreshadowed the disappearance: 

of all but the most fleeting and toiinformativc references to the |l'SNA| 
throughout all subseviuent publications, including most significantly the CCSP 
Strategic Plan, the OCP 200.t and (K’P 2004-2005 reports to Congres.s. internal 
documents related to CCSP budget and planning, and documents pertaining to the 
development of the current prospective CCSP "syirihesis and assessment" reports. 
In any review draft of any of these documents that contained even the briefest 
discussion of the National .Assessment either the Council on Knvironmental 
Quality' or an unattribuled reviewer (but clearly either from CEQ or OSTP) would 
call for the tcM to be deleted.^’ 

Dr. Mahoney has conlimtcd tlut federal researchers were restricted from referring 
to the I'SNA.”’ The March 31. 2003. draft of tlie CCSP Strategic Plan prepared by the 
science program managers contained 12 references to the I'SNA.’” However, the final 
printed version offered only one single-senleiKe reference, which did not include the 


reporting requiieinents of the Framework ('onvcniion on CTmiale (Tiarige, alter having been 
approved by all lelevaiU agerKiea In spile of dut being the mart cooiplele and moal widely 
reviewed poaibon staument on citraale change by this admaiumnon. the VS Cbmate Action 
Report 2003 was almoU neva mentioned after it win isaued and for some reason does not appear 
to be viewed by Ihe admaustniion or the CCSP as an official acceptance of National Aaaessaiem 
finditvi 

Rick Plhz. memocanduin on ~On Issues of Concern About ihe Covcmancc and Direction of die Cbroatc 
Change Science nogran" (June 1. 200S) 

™ Rick PdU. Declaration oi Support of Nicmoninihaii of Araici Cunae John Kerry and Joy Inalee 
(Febnioiy 8. 2007). In April 2001. OSOCRP diacontinued the development of mformolianal brodnires and 
CDt dal hod been prepared to draft form os port of ovareach for Ihe USNA Anonjiaoiis scientist, 
communications with Maassoiam (ktarch 4. 2007) nconion flit ardi CttP. 

A March S. 2002. email cwhange between OMB's Robert TucciDo and CEQ's Cooney entitled 
"Revised Cinnate Change Report E.xectdn'e Sianmuy Language* suggests there was coordmalian between 
these two offices vis-o-vis such scientific reports Set 

http > Www whilehouse gov.cecp'foiwaideiikceq^ 23 pdf (last visiled on March 23. 2007) 

Emiranmtmal Scimt <d Technology online. October 12. 2005. 

Rick Pdtz. Dedaration m Support of .Memorandum of Amici Ciorae John Kerry and Jay Inalee 
(Fcbniaiy8.2007) 
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sclual title of the report or a description of the L'SNA'a process or content and uhich 
remained absent from the bibliography.^ According to one source. Dis. linda Joyce 
and Jill Baron - lead author nominees of CCSP S.\P 4.4 - had their role in the USN.-\ 
removed from the bios included in the official prospectus.^^ 

Furthermore, information (including statistical information) in government reports 
is subject to the Information Quality .Act (IQ.A). also knovsn as the Federal Data (Quality 
Act.’** F.nacted without debate in 2001 as part of a consolidated federal budget bill, the 
IQ.A requires the Flxecutis'e Branch to develop guidelines to cn.sure "the quality, 
objectivity, utility, and integrity of information (including statistical information) 
disseminated by Federal agencies," and to "establish administrative mechanisms allow ing 
affected persons to seek and obtain correction of information maintained and 
dis.seminated by the agettcy that docs not comply w ith the guidelines." .Although the IQ.A 
itself contained fewer than 250 words, it b now embodied in extensive guidelines bsued 
by the OMB, with additkmal implementation guidelines adopted by each federal 
department and agency, overseen by OMB and OS1T. Since the implementation of the 
IQ.A. many petitions for "correction of information" have reportedly been filed by trade 
and irtdustiy groups seeking to challenge the release of information by federal agencies. 
.Most notably, several petitions were filed by the CEI seeking withdrawal of climate 
model resuhs used in the I'SNA, although the IQ.A had not been passed at the time the 
report had been drafted.’” 

.Ahhough CEI's petitions for correction were denied on the basis of technicalities, 
a subsequent lawsuit was settled November 4. 2003 - three riHinths after its tiling - by a 
“Stipulation of Dismissal With Prejudice."’** Thb short turnaround presumably 
preempted the outcome of an investigation by U.S. .Attorney (kneral John .Ashcroft 
requested by the .Attorneys Ciencral of Connecticut and Maine on .August 1 1. 2003. The 
request was prompted by the documentation of collaborative communications between 
CEQ's Philip Cooney and CFlI's Myron Fibdl and rai.sed the issue of whether the "new 
litigation was an improper product of that close relationship (implicating CEQ| in efforts 
to undermine the I'nited States' official reports." Having disputed two of the climate 
models presented in the I'SNA and the 2002 United States Climate Action Report (CARX 
a CEI press relca.se stated "We arc pleased to see that the federal government has now put 


In reviewing the StraUgK Pkm through dw ivriaMn process the National Research Council noted that 
"one notable exocplion (to CCSFs genenUy good reoeptrveness to iigwt) it dw (act that the revised plan 
does not iiclcnowl«%e the substantive and procedural contniiulians of the (USNA | The revised plan does 
not rtllecl an artenpt to address these cerKcms, and no rational for dus deraam has been provided * NRC 
Coraininec to Review the U.S Clanate Change Scienoe (Aograni Strategic Pita /mplnnriuuij Cbmau end 
Olobat Chang* Restanh; A Revwu cf Ae Fmat US. Cbmau Chang* ScMncr Pwgram SlmugK Plan 
(Nabonal Acadcnies Prest. 2004) 

Anonynious scientist, ccanimaiiciilians with Maaisarani (June 4. 200d) record on file aiA OAP. S** 
also http 'Asrww cfamatescienoe gov Library .'sap'sq>4.4.sap4.4ptoapectua.fiiiBl him (lak visiled on Match 
23.2007) 

Letter from Stialquiat to colleagues (loidalcd) on file nith GAP. 

^S** hop . "Virww whitehouse gov 'ceq fa<a'uidcx3 ceq_3 pdf (lad visited on March 23. 2007) 

hdp ''.WWW pacinsi orglsilional assessroent disniissall 1403 pdf (last vBiled February 2007) 
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Ihc public on notice that the National /Assessment is propaganda, not science."^' As a 
result of the stipulations, the ueb posting of the USN.A added the quoliiWr that tlie 
document was “not subjected to |Federal| Information (^lity Guidelines.”*'*’ 
.According to a number of sources, administration olllcials and CCSP principals have 
dismissed further discussion of the I’SNA with vague allusions to the “legal 
requirements” of these scalements,**’ 

.Ahhough the GCRA requires the CCSP to produce a comprehensive scientific 
a.ssessnicnt of its national global change research at least every four years, no subsequent 
l’SN/\ has ever been prepared.*** In its place, the CCSP lO-year Strategic Plan released 
in July 2003 called for the bcsuance of the 21 Synthesis and .Assessment Reports between 
2005 and 2007.**' In addition to the violation of the statutory schedule, a legislative 
review requested by Senators John Kerry (D-.Vl.A) and John McCain (R-AZ) of thc 
Ciovemment .Accountability Dllice "concluded in /April 2005 that there is no indication 
that the planned reports will adequately address all the topics required by the GCR.A.”*** 


"VAIvilc House Acknowledges CUraate repon is not sul^ctcd lo soiaKl science laws." CEI press release 
(Norenba 6. 3003) mwlobU at hup .Vwww cei ocgAUiIspniaer cfn'^AlI>*3740 <laii ruited on March 23. 
3007) libetl was loler quoted ssying. “To ihe degree Ihsl a has vsntshed. we hare succeeded “ "Kinger- 
pointing pcrsisb over Whae Houses handling of 3000 report* Ummnnr (October 3, 2006) 

The tenn “nibiectcd lo~ as used on the Web site has a very (fanerent meanaig than the tcmi “sutyect to* 
as nientioiKd by Marburger in a talk on the IQA lawnnt to the AmerKan Physical Society on /^l 17. 
300$. Il is accume lo say ihe National Assesament Overview and Foundation repons were not “subjecl to* 
the OSTP guidelines herause they did not txM when those reports were published It seems the tetm 
“sUbyected to* may have been deliberately chosen ova ~sub|cct lo* m order lo suggest dial the guidelines 
c.visted when the Nauoaisl /Amessraenl was produced but were not appbed lo die rtpons 

Rick ihtu. memorandum on “On Issues ofConcem About the Oovemonce and Direction of the Clrniote 
Change Science lYogram* (June I. 300$) On November 7. a groig) of notable Kientuls anolvcd wah Ihe 
USNA wrote a letter lo Dr Mahoney that characterized the dnclaaiier as "misleading and inoonecr and 
demanded Us ttiraclion AvaihbU at hltp'Arsirwpacnslotgnatiaiad_asaeasneiit.Llr-Jim%30SU>oney- 
1 11003 pdf (loot visiled on Match 23, 3007) To our understondmg. ihere hns been no response 
**• Accoidii* 10 Ihe OCRA. 1$ U S.C J3936 


On ■ pcncxbc <noC less rrequeTtfl>' thm every 4 yewnX Ihe Council Uvough the romminee. 
ihdl ivcywre and submit lo the Presidoit nd the Congress in asessment which • (t) miegrvtes. 
cvaluaies. vid mterprets the findings of the Prognun snd <fasruwes the sctenbfic unoefUmties 
sssoctsiod wid) su^ findings. (2) analyzes the effects of global change on the natural 
environmenl agnculture. energy production and use. land and water resouroes. trarufioilalioa 
human health and welfare, luanan socsal system^ and biokigiaU diversity, and (3) analyzes 
current trends m global change, both human«[tnduced] and natural and projects ms|or trertds for 
the sub6e<|jent 25 to 100 years 


**’ Scnalor McCam. QFR question »2 (July 20. 2005) GAP Auxtal ft 3006 p»r 3 NOAA FOIA ntpanu 

^ GAO ‘'Chmale Change Assemmcni admimsiration Did Not Meet Repotting Deadline.'* (April 14. 
2005) See also John KerT>\ letter regarding ’'Re<|uest for Nabon^ Auessment of Gunaie Change 
Rc^uved by Olobal Change Research Act of 1990" (Auguit 21, 2006) on Jik Midi GAP, Accordvig lo 
Piltz wid meeting notes he ongatally drafted, Mahone)' admowledged (conscsieiit with ha pnor 
rqrcscntations) to the 21 SAPs were not sufTKient to satafy the Act in an October 13. 2004, meeting of 
the CCS? prmetpais However, whoi became the offictal "Record of Docaions Adlans’* as appnn'ed by 
Niahone)' was altered to state the contrer>' Ricfc Pihz. Declaratjon in Support of Memorandum of Amici 
CUnae John Kerry and Jay Inslee (Februaiy S. 2007) 
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Kern* and MeCnin. echoing Rick Pitt/ and a number of scientLsts on the sut^ect. have 
argued “that the 21 shorter reports cannot substitute for the single, coherent sv-nlhesLs 
required by the GCRA to enable Congress and federal agencies to make informed, 
eifective decisions to address the impacts of climate change on the United Slates."’*^ On 
November 14. 2006. the Center for Biological Diversity and other environmental groups 
- later supported by an amicus curiae brief tiled by Kerry and Representative Jay Inslee 
(D-WA) sued the Bush administration for failing to produce the overdue USNA in 
violation of the OCR A.'** 

Oite cesP assessment product that addresses OCRA goals to prontote elTective 
policymaking. SAP S.2. "Best practice approaches for characterizing, communicating, 
and itK'orporaling scientific uncertainty in decisionmaking.** has received sharp criticism 
from the NAS National Research Council 

I'here ore larger issues in that the dratl S.\P falls short of the requirements set 
forth in the prospectus, 'fhe drall does not address all of the specified audiences, 
particularly "policymakers, deebion-makers. and members of the media and 
general public uith an interest in deseloping a fundamental understanding of the 
issue.** In addition, the current draH does not constitute on as.sessmenl of the full 
range of "best practice approaches** for characterizing, incorporating, and 
communicating uncertainty. It will lake a substantial revision of the ciarent 
document or the production of a companion document, both of which would 
require the involxement of additional authors, to address these larger issues and 
additioiul audiences 


*** John Kerry, letter regarding "Request for Nabanal rVssessment of Climate Oionge Required by the 
Olobol Chnge Research Act of 1990" (August 21, 2006) on fiU wrA OAP, Rjek Pllu. "Tomtd a Second 
ll.S Nabonil Climale Change Asseasment* Eos (American Oeojihysical L'nion, Itec e mber 200S> Rick 
Plhz. Declaration in Support of Memorandum of Amici CUnae John Keny and Jay Imlec (February S. 
2007) or *5 69-70, 77 m Cenier for Bioh$ieal Dmrsay sL of v. Dr. H'llliam Brmnon r( aj (N.D Cal 
2007) John Kerry and iry Inslee. Memorandum of Amia Cmac In Support of narnliffi’ Motion for 
Summaiy Judgmem (Febnioty S. 2007). Rjck Ihhz. Declaration m Scpporl of Memorandum of Amia 
CUnae John Kerry and Jay Inslee (February g. 2007) coMended that their failure to produce the rcporls "is 
port of a laiga panem of ru p prcn u ig donate science * 

For Flamnrfs' pleadings, mici. and press releases, see 
hnp Arirw bwlogicaldnretsay orgswebd pro g t aim 'policy'eiietgy'nationalH we'i a in enl hunl (laU visited 
on Ktsreh 23. 2007) As the CCSP had not updated its 2003 Straupc Plan, then complaint for decbuMory 
and mjuncttve relKf also alleged a viohaion of the GCRA requaemcnl to "develop a National Global 
Research Plan at least once every three years ~ IS US.C $2934 On December II. 2006. Inalee. 
Represenlauve Waysic Gildirest (R-MD). ^ 22 House co-signen sent a Idler to Willaun Brennan, the 
/Vetnig Direclor of the Climale Change Science nogram. lUlii^ "The tailurc of Ihe (XSP lo produce a 
National Aasessmem report wnhm the ume frame required by law bos made M more diflicull for Congress 
to develop a oompcehensive pobey response to the challenge of global climate change * .Available al 
http /''WWW clanatescienccwai^ org fiic-uploadsHouse-NA-llr pdf Oast visaed on March 23. 2007) 

** Committee to Review Ihe U S Clanalc Chmtge Science Program's Synthesis mid Assessment Product 
S 2. Nabonal Research Council. "Review of Ihe I' S Climate Seienoc FVogrmn’s Synthesis and Assessment 
iyoduct 5 2. 'Best Practice Approaches for Characterumg. Communicating, and Incorporating Scienufic 
I'nocrtamty in Climate Decisions Making.* (2007) available at hnp.'/www nspodu'catalog'ng73 himl 
(last VBited on March 25. 2007) 
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Evidence suggests that CCSPNO/VA congressional products arc not the only 
reports that raise concerns. The 2002 Climate Action Report (CAR), which incorporated 
sotiK of the 1'SGCRP‘s worK. sufrered a similar fate as the USNA. Pursuant to the 
reporting requirements for signatories of the U.N. FrameuotliL Convention on Climate 
Change (l^'FCCC). the strongly-worded report was prepared by tlte EPA. received 
approval by all the relevant agencies, and submitted to the UNFCCC Secretariat by the 
State Department. .Ahbough it emphasized adaptation to, and not mitigation of. climate 
change. .Andrew Res kin of The Sew Yoric Times wrote that it stood in "sharp contrast to 
prior statements on climate change by the administration."^ On June 3. 2002. in an 
email obtained by FOl.A. CEl's Ebell olfered to help CEQ's Cooney manage the "crisis" 
and help "cool things down."*^' Ittdeed. after the C.AR was shipped to the l^N with no 
accompanying press rclca.se or announcement. President Hush downplayed the report os 
having been "put out by the bureaucracy" and it was rarely ever mentioned again. " ‘ .All 
this despite an op-ed by CEQ chair James Coimaughton rebulEmg Revkin's assertion that 
there hat been a change in rhetoric.’’* 


" Anibvw Rcrkia U S Sees ProWenw ai Cbmau Cbange.' The Sew Tork Times (June 3. 3001) NoU« 
Ihat die "pnmary mpact on die NWS PAOt md scientiils b the uiggestKn m die report diat Olohal 
Warning a going to have an unpaa on die U.S weather, including more heal waves and coastal norms." 
NWS (siblic allain duef Carrey Curtis forwanled the arucle m ai email aalcaig atalT to "lercr aO media 
mquires dboul the report or global warmmg n general to NOAA HQ" Email From Frank Lepote. To Jana 
Ookfenan. Dote. Jiaie ft 3003. Subject Japanese TV ini)uiiy regarding global warning CUP .-Ingiur 9, 
lim pan J SOAA FOU nsponm pp 97-101. 

Oaoe again suggesting a collabotabve rehlionihip the email goes on to urge Cooney to disavow the 
CItmale Action and Namnil Asaessntent reports, adding "If it were only this one bide dnauer we couU tO 
lock arms and weather the assault, but this admtnuttauon has managed, whether through incompetence or 
intentioei. to create one disaster after another and then to expect Os aOics to clean up die mess* Several 
similar emails on file with the author lOuminotc Cooney's, as well as Coraiauglitan's. relationship with 
CEI See. e.p. hup 'www whiiehoiiie gov ceqtoia'mdexA'ceq 4 pdf (last visited on March 33. 3007) 
However. CEI was not unique m this regard In another FOIA docimtent dated June 12. WiDiam O'Keefe. 
PresHient of the Geoige C Mardiall InaUtuae - an Exxonkfobil-auppoited Ihuik tank that wotfca to debunk 
mainstream climale science - faxed Cooney a copy of a letter wnlien to While House Chief of .Staff 
Andrew Card lhat reads "I am wnting about the tecendy released nauoeial assessment, which seems 
complelel)’ inconsisunl with the Presuktu's policy and expressed views on the subject" and goes on to 
suggest that the administration have a senior person on the White House staff to coordinate 
commumcations on climate change and moke sure everyone was "on the same page, with the same 
raesage" http < www whitehauKgor'Ceq'fowaidexl 'gp_who_4pdf Hast vniied on March 23. 3007) It 
wws shortly thereafter that Cooney took on a more actnre role in CCSP governance and editing of reports 
RKk Pllu, Declaration in Support of Memorandum of Amici Cunae John Kerry and Jaj’ Inslec (Febeu^ 8. 
2007) See also CEl's "Fmal Joint Letter to President Budi on Cbmate Action Report 3003" (Jurw 7. 2003) 
available al http Www whuehouse gov 'ceq fotaindexk'aims 303 pdf (laB visaed on Nfaich 33. 3007) 

Rick Piltz. memorandum on "On Issues of Conocm About the Oovemance and Direction of the Cbmate 
Change Sewnoe iVogrim" (June 1, 300S). "Slow Approach to Climate Change" AssoetateJPrea (July 1 1. 
3003) In fact, the fmal Nf^ 38. 3003, document summed to the UNFCXX was modified to repeal "two 
text boxes desenbwig the latcerlainty m climate change regional pcc^ecttcn and anpacts " Talkaig (VsinU 
ontheUS CAmale .tenon Jlepurr (September 3, 3003) ovarfoblr or 

hup 'Arww whitchouae gov.'ceqTota ndexl gp anas 406 aU_l pdf (laal visited on March 23. 3007) 

™ James Corniaiighlon. "Letter to the Editor." The New Yoitt Tenet (June 10, 2003) See also Final I^eas 
Ouidance (June 6. 3003) cleared by the Slate Department. CEQ. EPA NOAA DSDA and DOE ovailoMe 
at http /'Www whOehoiw gov oeq'foia tndexl gp_aims_l89_att_l pdf Oaot viaitcd cai March 23. 2007) 
Pnoe to jommg the Uhite Houae, Comsughton worked ai the e n vaon m ental practice group of Salley 
Austin Brown Jb Wood, which ttpecscnls s vsnety of mduilry groups m environmcnlal cnmmal defense, 
regulslory practice, and environraemal Ions and btigauoiB 
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The founh C.\R WHS required b>' /\nicle 12 of the L^’FCXC no Isler than 
Januar>' 1. 2006.^** The review dron of the report - announced by the Stale Department 
aa publicly-available in the summer of 2005 - is still not forthcoming, though a draf) was 
leaked to Tht New York Times in early Moivh 2007.^’ Although CEQ spokeswoman 
Kristen Hellmer blamed the delay on the "eMensive intengency review process.”^ 
G/VP's inside sources complained that any such process is nurred by a lack of personnel 
and adequate Iransparetwy.^’ Presumably, the report is still caught up in EOP-level 
review and clearance due to chapter six. the traditionally “sensitive" section on 
“Vulnerability .‘kssessment. Climate Change Impacts, and .Xdaplalion Measures"^’* and 
the government's failure to fill recently vacated senior stalT positions.^ 

In June 200.5. the EPA encountered more problems with the publication of its 
ltrst>e\er national Draft Report on the Environment, commissioned in 2001 by then 
administrator Christie Whitman.^ As reported by New York Times journalist .Andrew 
Revkin. who saw early drafts of the climate section and an internal memo from the EPA. 
\5hilc House olTicials had "eliminated references to studies coiK'luding that wamiing is at 
lea.st partially caused by rising smokestack and tailpipe emissions and could threaten 
health and human ecosystems,"’*' According to House (iovemment Reform Committee 
slafters permitted to review some of the documents in camera, OMB suggested removing 
a discussion of climate change from the report's executive sununary; OSTP asked to 
strike a discussion of the human health and ecological effects of climate change; CEQ 
urged the EPA to “delete climate change or use previously agreed upon material." and 
DOE ofllcials contended that atmospheric concentrations of carbon should be dismissed 
as poor indicators of climate change.^ In another instance, a citation to a 1999 study 


See http Hwvm whilehouse gov ceq connaiighian-bio html (htU vnUed on Match 2}. 2007) and 
hop .'Www sidky com pmeuce group asp^groupid* 1117 (lasted veuled on March 23. 2007) 

FedmU Register ApnIS. 2005(Volunie 70. Nianhcr 67) Page l»066-in)67 

Andrew Revkn. ~US sees its eniastons growing wahout letup,* InumaHonal lleraU Tnbem (March 3. 
2007) The leaked dnft estimates that U S greenhouse gas cmisuom grow will grow nearly os last (I IH) 
through Ihe nest decade as they did m the past 

John Hedpnsi. “Report projects almost 20qia<enl rise m U.S g re e n house emissions by 2020.* 
AssoaaudPnss (March 3. 2W7) 

Anonymous source, mterview with Ktaassamni (date withheld) nconb on flb »tA G.4P. 

See h^ . 'WWW usgerp gov 'Usgerplinksassesanents htm (loot vmled on March 23. 2007) 

DepaniKl oflicials include James Mahoney, MKhael McCmdcen. Riek Plltz, and Richard Moss 

OKIB has been desenbed by one source as historically being imenaely critical of EPA which it sees at 
the most activisl-mindcd agency on issues of climate change Contrau this with NASA, which is more 
theoceiical and disassociated from rcguiatoiy activities 

Andrew Reikm with Katharine Seelye. ‘Report by the E P A Leaves Out Data on Climale Change.* 
Tht AVu Yart Timts (June 19. 2003) 

Henry Waxman. House Ovetstghl and Govesranent Reform Committee memorandum regardotg CEQ 
documents (January 30. 2007) atmg Cemraaiee Staff Notes. Documents Numbered WH 19. ARkfS 23 
Attachment I. ARMS 34. and ARMS 39 Attachment S (EPA Draft Report on the Envncoanenl) Other 
comments noted by ooenmaiee staff OKluded. “Take core here mid be sure to be consistent wah 
admauslialion policy Let us try to avoid another CAR sceniino* (ARMS 39 Attachment It. referring to 
the Climate Action Report discussed above) They also noted proposed Whae House edits such as the 
deletion of the laiigiiage that clanate change may “alter regional patterns of climate" and “potentitlly affect 
the balance of iadiatian“ (ARMS 69 Attachment 2) and replacement of the phrase “changes observed over 
the Imt several decades ore likely mcally the lesuh of human activaica“ with “a cauaal link between the 
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shou ing a &haq> Icmpcralurc rise in the lost decade compared with the Iasi millennium 
was replaced with ‘'a reference to a new stud\'. partly finaiK'ed by the .-American 
Petroleum Institute, questioning that conclusioa"^ In hand-writlen nctes. CEQ Chief 
of Stall Philip Cooney made a number of his own edits. ^ limails from CEQ Chairman 
James Connaughton reveal that he participated directly in the review, requesting to be 
apprised of every edit made lo the EP.\ draft report. ^ 

/Vs reviewers for the 2003 EPA report. Drs. Mahiman and Trenberth 
ittdependenlly raised identical objections that unidentified members of CEQ had “heavily 
censored" the report and EPA ufftcials were part of the problem!** .Mlhough much of 
the scieiKe came directly from the IPCC report, “it was obvious that senior EPA ofttcials 
feh compelled lo water down the conclusions." Mahiman pointed this out in his reviews: 
however the anonymous feedback he received from the EPA in Washington. DC. 
revealed that they kept making riKxlirications. In a private conversation with an 
inexperietK'ed staffer, he recalls being told that they did this to make the reports more 
“Dubya friendly." A June 2003 memo lo the EPA .Administrator outlined her three 
options: I) accept the edits and weather “severe criticism from the science and 
environmental community for poorly representing the science;” 2) refuse any further 
White House changes and “antagonize the White House;" and 3) remove the climate 
change section entirely from the rcpotl as "the only way to meet both WH and EPA 
nceds."^^ In the end, despite the stafl* s preference for no compromise. EPA dropped the 
whole global warming discussion from the report.*** In a similar twist of fate .starting 
September 2002. political appointees successfully deleted the climate section of an 
annual EP.A air pollution report that had contained one for the prior six years. The White 


bukkip of greenhouM gases in (he stnoiphere and the observed climtie changes dumg the 2U^ oenbo)' 
caimol be uneqiaTocatl)' esubinhed * (WII I J) 

Andrew Revlon with Kadianne Seelye. “Repcet by the E P A Leaves Out Data on Clnnau Change." 
TV Mew roft Tmit (June 19. 2003J 

Henry Waxnian. House Oveisighi and Govcmmenl Reform Comnitlee mcmoranduni regarding CEQ 
docsoneras (January 30. 2007) atmg Committee Staff Notes, Documertt Numbered WH 6 (EPA Draft 
Report on the Environment) CootK)' inserted clatms that satellite data contradict global wanning, deleted 
the phrase that "regunil pauems may be olteeed (by clanalc changep seal "climate change Im global 
comequcnces for human health and the cmiocimenl", removed climate change from a dacusaon of 
environmental usucs with gkihal consequence, as well as releteiKcs lo the National Research Council's 
fmdmg of anthropogenic chmale change, struck a chart of histoiical le m pe r a t ure reconstnictians and 
reference to Ihe obsesvation that the eight warmest years on record occurred m the last decade, introduced 
the word "polentially' m a number of places to atcrcase the uncertainty of scientific assesamenu. and 
added "Ihesc changes must be made * 

** Henry Waxnun. House Oveisighi and Govcmmenl Refonn Committee memonoidum regarding CEQ 
docuneiUs (January' 30; 2007) aliitg Commmee StalT NoteiL Document Numbered ARMS 34 (EPA Draft 
Report on the Environment) 

^ Jerry Mahlmm. mtctview wah Miassaraeu (April 6. 2006) nrcon/ on filt *ith OAF, Kevm TrenbertK 
mlerview with Maaasaram (April 6, 2006) rttord on filt with GdP, 

Henry Waxmarv Kouoe Oventghl and Government Refatm Committee memceandum rcgvdatg CEQ 
documents (January 30, 2007) citmg Committee Staff Notev Document Numbered WH 22 (EPA Draft 
Report on the Environment) 

This amnsHn was a coromcn flashpoirt of cnucism in the natioivwide puMc mccungs dial EPA 
organized n die fall of 2003 Sianmiiry Report qf Ihe Nattaml Dialogue on the EPA Dn^ Rtport on iht 
£nvirx » asieiit ( Apnl 2004) 
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liome argtws tlut the adminuitration has extemisely addressed the stale of the climate 
elsewhere.*** 


Despite an often troubled tenure with the Hush administration. Christie Wliilnun 
left her olTice four da>-s after the release of the l>an Report on the Environment w ith no 
further comments on the incident.*’* Not so for the fVxmer KPA administrator under 
President Richard Ni.xon and Cierald Ford, Ritssell Train, who wrote: “In all my time at 
the EPA. I don't recall any regulatory decision that was driven by political 
considerations. More to the present point, never once, to my best recollection, did cither 
the Nixon or Ford While House everirv to tell me how to make a decision.”*'' 


.'\t about the same tinK as the EPA report, one source noted that CEQ had also 
requested subtle language changes to an EPA climate change hrosdturc, which the F^PA 
decided to ignore.' * .According to our source, because the FiP.A proceeded to print the 
brochures without proper approval, they have remained boxed up in a warehouse ever 
since. The .-Vrctic Climate Impact .Assessment (ACIA) suffered a. by now, familiar fate. 
Tlie ACIA was a major project, commissioned by die U.S. Government along with the 
odier parties to the Arctic CouiK'il. funded by CCSP-paitkipating agencies, and chaired 
by the long-time former chair of the I’SGCRP interagency committee, with substantial 
participation of LlS.-based authors and reviewers, 'fhe ACIA Overview report was 
published in late 2004, with poliev recomntendalions withheld until after the election As 
Rick Pill.t asks.*’* 


tk'hy lias the CCSP failed to transmit copies of the report that were purcliased for 
distribution to .Members of Congress and others? They are still gathering dust in a 
storeroom, silting in unopened boxes. What roles have CFiQ. the State 
Ikcpartmcnl. and the CCSP Director played in what appears to he an 
administration decision to distaiKc itself from the .Arctic Climate Impacts 
.'kssessment. w hich identifies a range of observed and projected adverse impacts 
of climate change on .-krctic ecosystems and communities, with implications for 
global climate change and potential global consequeiKcs. including accelerated 
sea level rise? The ACIA Chair testifies and gives briefingv but it is on his own. 
The I.IS. government has been sitting out the follow through process, without 
acknowledging the findings, briefing Congress, or even delivering tlie report. 


** Andraw Revkin with Kodunne Scelyc. 'Report by the E P A leases Out Dula on ClanUe Change.” 
TV S'tw Tork Tama (June 19. 20031 

'EPA'S Whitman Submits Resignation Letter.” CNN onluie (May 21. 2004) Oik scietitisl. speaking on 
a condition of anonymity, obaerred that 'this admuuilration seems lo warn to make environnienlal policy 
at the White House I suppose that is thea nghl But one has ki ask on ihc basis of what mfcnnalion is 
this policy beng promu^Kif* What views an being leptesented'’ Who is invohed in the decision 
making’' What kind of credible experltse is being brought to bear’” Interview with EPA scKnbsl (named 
withheld upon request) conducted ^ Seth Shubnan (January 20(M) m &ieiU|/!c InUjnty at Fobcymakmg 
Cambridge. MA L'luon of Concerned Soenusta 

** Rasatt Tram. letMr lo TV Ntw Tork Taras (September 22. 2003) ormMU a! 

•Sf-: iinm.gnstorx ccmmmts toapbM WS 09 72 4p*h (last vi*it«d on March 23, 2007) 

^ Aiwn>‘ii»ou> EPA acienitst. munrievr vnth \iusianra (Jme 2006) neerdon fkk wrxh GAP. 

^ Rick PikZs iBcnorarHiutn on 't'onsonhip and Secrecy** (June 200^ <m fiU mdt G4P. 
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Hie Natural Resources Conscn'ation Scrxicc (NRC'S) of the l!.S. Department of 
Agricuhure (L'SDA) Mas Mocked in September 2003 from reprinting a popular 
infomiational brochure about carbon sequestration in the soil and Mhat farmers could do 
to reduce emissions of beat trapping gases. .According to one current government 
ofTicial familiar u ith the incident, the brochure Mas M idely viewed as one of the agency's 
successful efforts in the climate change field, fhe NRC'S had already distributed some 
325,000 of the brochures and sought a modest update, os Mell as proposing a Spanish 
edition. William Hohenstein. director of the Global Change Program Exchange in the 
L'SD.A Office of the Chief Economist, ocknoMledgcd that he pas.scd the request on to 
CEQ. as be saya he Mould, 'for any document relating to climate change policy.'" .As a 
result of CEQ's objectiois about the brochure, staff at the NRCS dropped their proposal 
for a reprint. "It is not just a case of micromanagement, hut really of censorship of 
government information." a government official familiar Midi the case noted. "In nearly 
1 5 years of government service. I can't remember ever iKcding cleararwe from the White 
House for stich a thing. 

( nngmtdnnal Insolsrmmt 

In exercising Congress' legislative oversight authority \is-a>sis the Executive 
Hranch. members of Congress acting individually or in committee may request 
information disclosures, order investigations by the Ciovemment Accountability Oflice 
(G.AO) or Inspector General, and push for refomis that re-align agency maiu^enKmt with 
their statutory obligolioie. For example, on September 19, 2006. Representative Henry 
Wa.xman. M ho M as at that time the ranking minority member of the House Committee on 
Government Reform. MTOte and publicized a letter to Department of Commerce Secretary 
Carlos Gutierrez requesting internal documents and on e.xplarulion regarding that 
summer's global warming hurricane media scandals.’” likewise, on June 13, 2006. 
Senator Joseph l.iehetman (IMTN) sent Vice Admiral loutenhacher a tetter requesting 
that NO.AA develop an itiqiroved media policy and investigate "reports that N'OA.A 
officials are discouraged from making the results of their work public"*^ Most recently. 
14 senators wrote a letter to the Inspectors General of NO/V^V and NASA requesting "a 
formal investigation into continuing political interference with the work of 
scientists....'" ’ 


USOA official (name withheld ipon rcqueslX Merview wah Seth Shulman {Jmiary 2004) in ScuiUific 
InUgrify m Fobnmakmg 

WiflauB Hohenuem, ailervicw wah Seth Shuknan (lanuicy 2004) m Samtfftc Inugniy m 
Pohcymakmg Acooedmg to a June 20. 2002. email this "policy'' may hove stoned allet the release of the 
2002 Chmote /Mum /Uport llohcnaletn forwards a USDA press release to CEQ's Ffnlip Cooney, noting 
"ft will be mipoRanI to make sure the oommunicauons sufls m USDA the WH. and DOC see aware of the 
Ag document's coMcnta and status befote it > releasaT avmlabk as 
http ' Vrww whilchouse goT ces). foiande!i3'annt 249 pdf (last rsBlcd on March 23. 2007) 

USDA official (name wnfahcld upon roquestX mlervicw wah Seth Shulman (January 2004) in Scunssjk 
Instfnty m Policymaking 

Letter Fiosn Henry Waxman. To: Cartoa OubesTct Date Septe m ber 19. 2006 anfiU with GAP. 

Letter From LKb^an. To Lauiciibacbct. Date June IX 2006 on jib wtih GAP. 

Stt loutenberg press release. "Desnoesats Call for Formal liwesUgalKn of Bush Bolmcal Appoinlccs 
Blocking Lcga Scimc Research on fhutgeis of Olobal Warming" (Septembe r 29. 2i)06) available as 
hnp lautcnheig senate got' nea-3roani‘icce<defin’Kf'264Ii>ULjF (last visited on March 23, 2007) 
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I'nrortunalcly. some congressional comminee chairmen have also used iheir 
oversight authority to target mainstream scientists and their science. In the summer of 
200). at tlte urging of the .American Petroleum Institute. Representative Joe Barton (R> 
T\) - chairman of the House Committee on Energy and Commerce - disputed the 
methodology otkI statistics employed by university dimotologust Dr. Michael Mann in 
constructing the historical temperature record into a “hockey stick"-shaped grapli that 
svas adopted by the IPCC Ihird .Assessment Report. Barton relied heavily on studies 
published in Geophysical Research liters and Energy and Environment by mining 
executive Stephen McIntyre and environmental economist Ross McKitrick tliot otterimted 
to di.sccm flaws in the work of Drs. Mann. Raymond Bradley, and Malcolm Hughes.^ 
Energy and Environment b not a science jounul and does not appear in Journal Citation 
Reports, which lists all peer-reviewed journals.^" Despite the fact that it is not peer- 
reviewed, studies in Energy and Environment have been regularly cited by Republican 
senators and congressmen to undermine the scieiKc of climate change during 
congressional debates.^ 

In turn. Chairman Barton demanded that Mann and colleagues provide in detail a 
list of all their studies and funding sources, the location of data archives, and information 
about tlieir use of data, their computer code, and their role in the IPCC - vast amounts of 
information that was not always relevant to their studies.^’ In response, the National 
.Academy of Sciences, the /American /Association for the .Advancement of Science, ax well 
as fellow Congress rtsembers. have sent Barton letters of coiKem. On July 19, 2006. 
Barton called a hearing on climate change in which he largely attacked Mann's ‘liockey 
stick" work. According to t.auren .Alorello of the Emironment and Energy Daily, the 
bearing was scheduled for a tiriK when the committee knew that Alarm could not 
attend!’*^ 


in JOOts Congress look on nleresl m the 'tiockcy suck grarh* controversy Representative Sherwood 
Boehlen, chnimon of the House Science Conimitlee. commissiaied s report by i special comniitlee of the 
Nauonal Research Council, which upheld some of McIntyre and McKitnek's enUques, but found that this 
had only a imall eflecl on Mann’s conchaiora about recent unusually warm lempcratutcs At the same 
time. Repteserialive Barton oomtnissioned three slatisticiaiis to prepare an ad hoc committee report, which 
found Alcliit)Te and McKimck's work “valid and compellaig.'' thus appeanng to undercut Maim's basK 
conclusions The repon also suggested that a cloae-kna commuiuiy' of palcoclonalolagists might be 
preventing rigorous review of research results ICCAR scientisis Drs Thomas Wigley and Caspar 
Ammam. who reviewed the studies and reports. corKhided that the NRC report mused some crucml recent 
work and that the statistical foldings of the Afclntyre and McKitnek study' did not diaconfnm Mann's 
conclusiam 

*'l^ulD Thacker “Skcpticsget a|0uiiial.''£imnmaie<sat/5<ieiice e( rechnahigy(Auguil 31, 200S) 

'The independence of MclntyTe has also been brought into question by reports of hu prcvKutly 
undisclosed Ucs to COX Energy, on ml and gas exploration company lAuil D Thacker “How the Wall 
Street Jotanol and Rep Button celebrated a global-wormotg skeptK,'' Fnvmmmtntat SewKt A 
TrcAnology ( August 3 1 , 2005) 

Letter From Barton, To: Maim, Dote hmc23.X06 anfib ntIhGAP. 

** Lauren McreDo, “Scienlisls clash with Barton, others on cause of global warming.' fin’inmiiMnr and 
Bntrgy Dotty (July 2(k 2006) 
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Senator James Inbofe (R>OK) is Barton's counterpart global uorming 
“skeptic."^ In a September 28. 2005. Environment and Public Works committee 
hearing on global worming, chairman Inhofe colled in science-liction oiithor .Michael 
Crichton as on expert u itncs.s. Crichton attempted to undermine peer-reviewed climate 
science. ()n an earlier occasion, Inhofe invited Drs. Willie Soon and Sallie Baliunas. 
authors of a study that claimed 20** century global warming to be unremarkable 
compared to other climate shifts. However, this study had been heavily criticized. 
According to media reports, even the editors of the journal that published it called their 
analysis “deeply flawed.’' and three of them subsequently resigned^ Tlte publisher. Dr. 
Otto Kinne. and an editor (later Editor in ChieO Dr. Hans von Storch. both said the paper 
should not have been publisbed.”* 

On Ecbniary 24, 2006, Inhofe requested the National Science Foundation, which 
funds the National Center for .Atmospheric Research (NC.AR). for detailed information 
regarding NC.AR*s employees, research projects, and funding sources. NCAR scientists 
and spokesperson Lucy Warner have declined to comment on the mailer.'” This was 
preceded bv' a similar information request of the Climate Change Science Program.^ 
Together. Barton and Inhofe have received nearly $2 million in contributions from the oil 
and gas iitdustry.^' 


Senator InhoCe has declared cai the record that “With oil of the hystemc all of the fear. aU of the phon)' 
science, could it be that man-made gtotial waretatg is the greatest hoax ever perpetrated on the /Xmencan 
people^ It sure sounds like it* /Vndrew Revkm, “Mitics Reasserts Ibelf m the Debate Over Climate 
Change and Its Hazards.* The Near fork Turns (AugaB 5. 3005) 

'** See http .''epw senate gov/piililic>'aidcxcfin?FuaeActian*HcaraigsHeanngAHcanng n>*eea3d5l5- 
954M<>6b-996t>-43dlS6d(Xll3c ftast visaed on .March 23, 2007) Cnchlon is on record saying, * there 
may m fact be more conatnails on whol an Aiiiencan lobloal can publish than what the UN IPCC can 
publish* 

^ Andrew Revkin. 'Politics Reasserts Itself m the Debate Over Climate Change and Its Hszatds.* The 
New Tort Tims (August 5. 3005), Lauren Kiorello. "House probe lurra to role of Cbcncy's office.* 
Ermronrunt mid Energy Daily (March 30, 2007) 

Andrew Revkin. “Politics Reaaserls Itself m the Debate Over Chmow Ouitge and Its Hozaids.* The 
.Vew Tort rums (August 5, 3005) 

”* Tom Wigley and Caspar Ammann. mlerview widi Maossarani ( Apnl 5, 2006) record on fiU arih OAF. 
Lucy Wofner, ccmmunicalion with Maassonau (Apnl 28. 2006) record on fila with OAF, 

Letter From James Mahoney, To InhoCe. Dale November 14, 200$ morJob/e or 
http ' Wrww whitehouae gov ceqtoaa'ccsp 'ceq5 pdf (last vmled March 23, 3007) 

^ Scih Shubnon, Smokt, Afirrors, end J/or dir pinion of Concerned ScienUala, January 2007) 
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COMMfMCATIONS W ITII TIIF. Pl BI.IC AND THE SciENTinC COMMl Nm' 

Ihihlic and profcMtinival conmiunicationiv rcpnsent a calch-all category for what 
docs not neatly constitute media or congressional communications: scientific 
publicatioiu. prescntaliona. and ^cnc\' tvebsilcs and mission statements. According to 
our investigations, these have not encountered as significant interference m either 
frequency' or magnitude as media and congressional forms of communication. 
Nonetheless, a number of notable e.xiunples and pallems e.xist 

ScttsitilW PnblicnliiNis 

Publication in peer-review'ed jounials represents the pinnacle of the scientific 
enterprise. Indeed, none of the over twenty scientists across four agencies personally 
interviewed for our investigation claimed to have experienced interference with the 
publication of their research in scientific journals. As one lab director and author of 
numerous scientific publications staled. ‘HTiere has been no interference by NO.AA in, or 
attempts to change text in. any of the research publications my laiboralory has produced 
since I have been there (6 years). Since this is our ‘primary product,’ that is a plus.”^ 

Nonetheless, a few minor incidents hav'c appeared in the FOl.A record and news 
archives.*** On March 15. 2006. Dr. A1 Powell. Director of NOAA's Center for Satellite 
.Applications and Research (STAR), a division of NO.A.A's National I-jivironmental 
Satellite Data and Information Service (NESDIS). called a iiK'eling with .Asslvlonl 
.Administrator for Satellite and Information Services Oregory Whhee .md other rXita 
Center directors "to discuss our (NESIDS) concenu about the free mquiry of scientific 
research whhin our Center and other data centers in NKSDIS."*** At issue was an article 
on the subject of temperature trends observed m the troposphere co-authored by ST'.AR 
scientist Norman Grody, whose title, according to Powell. "NOAA had attempted to 
change... so that the phrase ‘global worming' did not appear." Similarly, on anonymous 
I.'CS survey' response by a U.S. Department of .Agriculture climate scientist attested:''^ 


/Vnommous hh dittaof . ootimi umcniKiro wah StM ww n i (( Ictohrr 19, 2QOf>) rrcnrdim fit* yrtlh CMP. 
” Dr. Mahlmanwho. rcfcmni to only' a coupk of ihe approxuniKly 1.300 NOAA scKiitutt. has aid: 

ll IS dm oorr of climair-scinKc l«dm m NOAA who ore regutariy luhmatiiig. mi piMishing. 
cliinale-fekvanl manuserpu to iheK high-prertige KicnufK journals ll u also Ihe aneinpU of 
Iheuf high!)' fespeUAl scimtishi to suhmit nwnwtcnpLs In any of Ihew joumnk Una Inn'e been 
'veaed* by the adnunnuiuon's political appoimccs who hare been concemed diat ihe cement of 
these submitted mamitcripts ie somehow 'thfessenuig'' to those m Itie current sdmuustnaion 

ien>' Mahlmaii. oiiervicw widi Maaisarani (April 6, 2006) ntordonfih with GAP. 

hiiMil from At Howell, To Alenka W'lllw thmias Knr). (TirnSoptier Hox, Midniel hortiaie. Susan 
Devine. Date March 15. 3006. Sub»ect Meeting with Cieg on 4'10 (g :pm OfP Atoy Jd 200«. NOAA 
FCUA itaimnu ps 79 

Stove)' of Fedeiil nimile Seientws. UCS Scientiric Imcgnly Prognon (3006) USDA cemmeniaTy 
}3S and 20S of UCS survey respondenu pciccn'cd or e!9penene^ rcspcetn'ely. "(plressiitc to eliminsic 
the wonl(n) ‘ctennle change' undUv ‘giolml w-nmnns.' iiiul‘'<« uuntlor leniis t^msui 030 .See ufio hmnil 
Fiom Dixon. To; Gross: Septomber 30. 2003: Subjoct Science paper pcoioeob? Gmnptacc stlta 
huniam NOAA FOLi itaponu pg. tit. Email From Qiosa. To. Dixon. Dote Septembn 30. 2003. 
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Much of my “experience”... has mostly been related to the internal review of 
publications before release. These were laws on the books that were largely 
unenforced before 2001, and now it mostly just seems like the only tiling they're 
looking for us to be sure you say “climate change” instead of “global warming,” 
for e.xample. 

Whatever the incidence and gravity of political editing, tliese once- unenforced 
“laws” - i.e. the official policies governing the review and clearance of scientific papers - 
often establish the preconditions for such practices. A 2004 internal draft policy' 
document reviewed and approved by Powell himself on the public relea.se of 
scientific and technical papers requires NOAA management approxal and grants it 
“ultimate authority to determine whether official papers may be publicly released.”^**’ .At 
the same time, this proposed agency-wide policy fails to provide an author with the right 
of last review - the opportunity to inspect and approve any changes that result from the 
review and clearance process. The policy also requires review for unofficial papers - 
those written in an employee’s private capacity - that relate to NO.A.A interests. 
•According to the NSB investigation and a heavily-redacted .April 3. 2003, email by 
Tribble, it appears that this administrative order, thougli still in draft form is intended to 
replace the earlier policy (NAO 201-32G) dated February 1993, which incidentally does 
not mention management review and clearance.”’ In December 2004, the .Assistant 
Administrator of NO.A.A Research also introduced a system for notifying leadership of 
significant papers that may attract media attention, which involves reporting the status of 


Subject: Science Paper Greenpeace select hurricane NOAA FOIA response pg.131. Email To: Gross Date: 
November 5, 2003, Subject: Heads Up. . Greenpeace select hurricane NOAA FOIA response pg. 1 23-30 
"Public Release of Scientific and Technical Papers," dated: ?? 18, 2004 GAP May’ 30, 2006, NOAA 
FOIA re^ronse pg 9-N. Official papers has a notably broad definition that includes. 

any scientific or technical paper, book, manuscript, article, abstract, conference, presentation 
preprint, or other related document [that is] authored or co-authored by a NOAA employee: a. at 
the direction of a NOAA official superior to the NOAA employee, b. substanUally [sic] dunng the 
official working hours of the NOAA employee, c. with the assistance of other Government 
employees on offtcial duty, or d with the use of Government facilities, resources, or supplies 

In response to a question from GFDL, Goldman affirms that “'official and non-official' pretty much covers 
every possible publication especially in the cunent political 'climate'" Email From Stouffer, To: 
Delworth, Dixon, Date: July 6. 2004; Subject: Noaa media poltcy Greenpeace select hurricane NOAA 
FOIA response pg, 16-13, 

Email From: Tribble; To: Scott Rayder, Jack Kelly. Conrad Lautcnbacher; Date: April 3. 2006, Subject. 
Publication and Media Policies GAP July 31, 2006, NOAA FOL4 response pg, 93, "NOAA Response to 
NSB" (March 23, 2006) GAP July 31, 2006, NOAA FOIA response pg, 98. Accordirig to a Febru^ 2006 
email by Ahsha Tribble, they “could not get it approved because it conflicted with statements in the DAO 
[DOC Administrative Order], So the DAO had to be revised and that is where we stand.” Email From : Eric 
Webster, To: Tribble; Date Febnoary 2, 2006. Subject: protocol for public presentations GAP July 31, 
2006, NOAA FOIA response pg, 73, 
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any such papers cvcr>' two months. This contrasts to the policy in July 2004 asking 
only for a “heads-up” to the PAO when papers were accepted for publication.^’’ 

A survey of the publication policies submitted to the NSH specific to individual 
NOAA divisions and laboratories demonstrates patterns in the development and 
distribution of management PAG clearance provisions. It suggests that mandators’ 
approval by NOAA agency headquarters, as opposed to laboratory' directors or division 
chiefs, has only occurred since the 2004 media and draft publication policies and then 
only in certain divisions.^ Consider the following documents from the FOI.A record:^* 


Name 

Date 

NOAA 

Dhlsion 

Agency 

Mgmt/PAO 

clearance? 

Description 

Instructions for 
Clearance and 
Review of ARL 
Manuscripts 

November 
2005 1 

•Air Resources ' 
1 I^oratory 

1 

Yes 

Requires internal review and 

HQ PAO clearance of all 
scientific articles books reports 
whether published in print or 
online. 

Publication 
Review and 
Approval 
Guidelines 

December 

2003 

NESDIS 

National 

Climatic Data 
Center 

No 

Director approval required for 
non-peer reviewed articles and 
deputy director approval for 
peer-reviewed articles. Note 
disclaimer: “May be 
superseded by NOA.A policy 
under development.” 

.Administrative 
Procedures for 
Clearance and 
Publication 

/\pril 

2003 1 

National 

Geodetic 

1 Survey 

■ 

No 

Journals, scientific articles, and 
web content requires clearance 
from division chief and dr 
director. 

Science Quality 

.Assurance 

Program 

Fisheries 

Science Center 

Accreditation 

Standards 

Februan' 

2002 

1 

' National .Marine 
, Fisheries 

Service 

No 

Includes section (pg. 24) on 
communication and 
publication, which calls for a 
policy that rellects a 
commitment to the 
dissemination of clear, 
accurate, and consistent 
science. 


^ Email From: Brian Gross. To: OAR GFDL all; Date Dec. 23. 2004; Subject: Significant Papers 
Greenpeace NOAA FOIA summary pg. S8-39. 

^ Email From . Stourfer, To: Delworth; Date: July 6. 2004. Subject Noaa media policy Greenpeace NOAA 
FOIA response pg. 40-41 

^ In contrast the official DOC policy on media and publications (DAO 219-2) issued in 1980 and 
applicable to all units in Washington, DC, and vicim^, requires publication rev'ieu' and clearance by 
OPCIA 

"NOAA Response to NSB" (March 23. 2006) GAP July SI. 2006. NOAA FOIA response pg. 97-123. 
While NOAA reported almost 50 documents rebted to "data release and communication of research 
results." less than IS such recevds were disclosed by NOAA pursuant to our FOIA request. 
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PMEL In-House 

Review 

Manuscript 

Status Sheet 

January 
2000 ' 

Pacific Marine 
Environmental 
Laboratoiy' 

No 

Division leader mid director 
review required. 

National Centers 
for Ocean and 
Coa.stal Science 

March 

1999 

National 

Centers for 

Ocean and 
Coastal Science 

No 

Statement of commitment to 
aggressive disclosure of 
research to public and media. 

Policy of the 
CSDofESRL 
regarding peer- 
reviewed 
publications 

Undated 

Earth System 
Research 
Laboraloiy' 
Chemical 

Science 

Division 

N^ 

Lists the criteria for 
publications; paper must be 
within NOAA’s scope of 
research and non-policy 
prescriptive - as determined by 
CSD program leaders and 
senior staff. 

Status Sheet for 
Submitting 

GFDL Co- 

Authored 

Manuscripts 

1 >ndated 

Geophysical 

Fluid Dynamics 
Laboratoiy' 

Unclear 

Requires submission to GFDL 
staflers. Marsha Duggins mid 
Gail Haller, before 
submissions for publications; 
then notification of PAO after 
acceptance. 

NSSIvCIMMS 
policy for 
conference 
papers, journal 
articles, and 

MOl^ reports 

Undated 

National Severe 

Storms 

Laboratory' 

Cooperative 

Institute for 

Mesoscale 

Meteorological 

Studies 

No 

Cienerally, formal papers 
require approval by division 
chief director prior to 
submission. 


Tabic of publication policies at various NO>\^\ dbisions and their associated clearance requirements 
Presentations 

Scientists have tiie opportunity to communicate their research directly - albeit to a 
limited audience - to the public and other scientists at conferences, talks, and other public 
fora. Even here, written speeches may rei|uire review and clearance because they are 
treated as communications subject to publication or media policies. As with media 
and publication policies, prior to 2004 it does not seem that an official policy formally 
applied to presentations. For example, in July 2002, I>. David Evans, Assistant 
Administrator for NOAA OAR. responded to a speech given by Dave Goodrich of 
NO.AA Climate Observations and Services Program on air quality »uid climate change at 


£.g., the pending NOAA publication policy discussed above. This uncertainty is uriderscored by an 
email in which Dr. Karl corrects Laborde with regard to clearance for a talk and paper prepared for a 
science association presentation He argued that notification of NOAA senior management (i.e. Ahsha 
Tribble) was required bul that “approvaf was not. Email From: Karl; To: Laborde: Date; Jan. 18, 2006, 
Subject: press materials Piadcer complete NOAA FOIA response pg. 167-68. 
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the nnnuiil .‘\ir nnd Waste ManngenKnl .Association oonrermee “But did anyone knou 
what he svould joy? Or look at the slides? Or inibnn Mahoney or others downtown?”'"' 

On June 20. 2004, Kiiidum was invited to give a lecture on glohal wanning inid 
hivricones os part of a sciciKV seminar senes on Capitol Hill sponsored by the .-Amencan 
Mctv*orologieal Society. .After being eleared with the NO/VA PAO and Legislative 
AfTairs, he was a.skcd to provide a copy of his PowerPoint slides a few days in advance 
for approval *** .An email string from a few days earlier reveals Scott Carter. NO^VvV 
legtslalis'c aft'ain oIlKer. asking Tribble:'"' 

I have a copy of his present and it is a huge file so I did not send. However, I 
wanted to get your Uiouglits on him using the lean glohal warming His title slide 
is "Ulobal Wannmg and Humcanes." I see the event does ask that, and I am no 
scientist, but I know that term it sensitive, so any problem in him using the term? 

Indeed. Rnutson remembers being cautioned against the use of the words "Ulobal 
Warming" in the title of his ptcKntation: “'fust a heads>up... wouldn’t want the higher 
ups coming down on you. There is discomfort in the administration with these 
terms. ■“*"* In this case. KniitMm ignored the advice. He also remembers an October 
2004 press conference at Harvard where NO.AA emailed him talking points that statvxl 
there is ’Ato strong evidence for a trend in .‘Mlantic hurricanes. ’’ 

LalvT in 200$. the bcientil'H.' Program Committee for the Seventh International 
Carbon DioNide Conference (S<pteml>v*r 2S30) - composed of international scientists 
and chaired by Dr. Pietci Tans from NO.A.A's Boulder lab had pfe|iared a special 
openmg session on energy use nnd the carbon cycle. .According to fniis. the Boulder Inb 
director. Dr. David Hofmann told him it should be cancelled due to its “policy 
iniplicalions.” .According to one source, and corroborated by the FOI.A record 
agencies that funded the conferaice. including NOA.A's then Cliniale Miaiiltwing mid 
Diagnostics Laboratory (now U.MD), had stipulated the conference be restricted to carbon 
dioxide measuremenls and modeling rather than climate change and climate modeling.'"* 
Taas' delenninatiim In highlight tlie dominant role tlial his research suggested carbon 
dioxide plays as a "forcing agent" in climate change was met with opposition on a 
number of fronts. His draft abstract, asserting that "CO; is now generally recognized to 
be die main driver of climate change” was edited down and there was on attempt to 


*** Email Froon David Evans. To: }m Gotdnan. Date July 9. 2U02: Sutycct NOAA research. Av i)uality 
nnd CTiisiiile Topic of tiowlradi lAeienliitHin Ci-fP .-riqcior 0, 3006. part S M3AA hOlA rrspuraa ps I IZ 
“*Tain Kiurtsnn. interview wtih Mnoswani (April li. rnn6)rmi«/onJWf wlihG/IP. 

Eniil From Jennifer Sprague. To: Ahdu Tnbblc. Dale: June 17. 2005: Subject L'pconiiiv AMS 
Seminar (Froag Tony Socci and Gins Eosco) • "New Orletns. Hurricanes and Cliniale Change A Qucetion 
of Kcmlioicy’* Mumloy, Jime 20, ZtXIS on fik aith C14K 

Tom Knulstm, intewiew with Mnansanmi (iVpnl 1 3, 21)06) record art fit* wrfb (UF, 

’*'Picur Tsns, maervinv wah Maasnnni(Msr^9, 200$)>vraftfanJUe wlii GAP. 

Anonymous SOAA director, tmenrlew wah Mssssaraiu (June 1. 200d) record onfih uiA CAP. Email 
brum Jnnu (luldmiin. To Kiel XfenSim, tXae Ketatwry 17, 2IJQ6, Sulijeol Hulmiinn dnlilliitiun re lum 
GAP .Augud 0 , 3006 part 5 NOAA FOtA rtrpcnv pg 6>0 
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remove all memion of the words "elimaie change" in an>' presenution title of the potter 
dnplavt and oral presenlatiinis at the confetence 

According to Dr. Tam. it only hecante clearer several rntmths later when be wa.s 
told by his dirciioT and suhsequcntly by the deputy director - that anything dealing with 
climate change had to be pre-approved at the White lloutc level including hit 
labiaatiay's wetnite cunteni “It is probably for lliis reason tliat tlie wetiniaslcr for llie 
conference had been ordered by the lab’i director to remove any links coupling climate 
change to CO] increase, and NOA.A curtailed the ability of participants to submit material 
for potting on the conference website." Indeed, while 470 scientists convened on a 
sulgect of great eonlemporary importance, the conference remained largely outside of the 
public view. As Tans perceived it. several months before the conference. Jana Goldman 
of Ihiblic .Aflairt had drawn up an ambitious media plan, but nothing much actually 
happened atler that.*" A press conference had been scheduled on the llrst day of the 
conference, for which only a few local newspapcis showed up When Tans later a.sked a 
number of joumalisu. mcluding reporten from The A'cm' York Ttmtt, H'asfimgicm Poll, 
and tt'all Street Journal, about the conference, none could remember having been 
notified.*'* 

On the World W ide Wrb 

The internet is growing as one of the most accessible and widely-used sources iif 
public mformation. Indeed. NU.AA rcgists*rcd more than a billion hits in 2004 and hosted 
3.9 million unique users during the height of Hurricane Katrina."* It is thus a concern 
that the carbon dio.\ide conference docs not represent the only e.\uniple of political 
control over internet content. Online announcements or media advisories are oHen 
derived from the some press releases that require high-le\el reviesv and clearance - as 
ds-monstrated by an email Irom UPCIA Director Jordan St. John stating, "litis was the 
CTQ-approved release that went on the NO.AA web site earlier this week.**"' As early 
as July 20UI, the FOl.A record shows one OFDL research meleurvlogist ssanplain to 
public affairs on behalf of the laboratory:"' 


Pieier Turn, aiierview vnlh Mamanmi (Ntarch 9. 3006) rwont on fit* »irfi GAP 
PMier Tans, tnutview with Maassarani (March 9. 300^ neordon flk with GAP. Pethaps ihu is why, 
around Ihe same time, it appears to hare taken ova set weeks for I>. Feet)' to oblain cIcaraiKe to 
participale n an American Meteocotogical Societ)' science semuia sates on Capitol HiU dealaig wah C02 
ixvioentnitinm tnd chm|i(ra m ncenn acidity Kmoil From Kecly. To IVivm Mnnre. Hiidie Kemnnl. 
S<^taahay>,2!OO^Thaclbtr<mtpUuSOAAFOlAr>ejponMpg. 

Note OAP'ft FCJlA (Ctpe&t for "Any docufn<nt& and cominunioaijaiia ccncorning tiM preu rabiua and 
olhrr puhitaly matmaln prepared hy NOAA puNv afCam for the Intrmaiinnal Tarhcn Oioicide 
Conference m 2005* received no rcsporuei 

Fietat Tmio, inlcn ww with Nfagtaararu (MarUi Vs 2UU6) rtiwii urt /tit wUh OAF. David ^uAtOiim uf 
ihe BBC alw tokl OAP that he had net been dtrretly notifiM roramiiniestKins with Moa^vanini (October 
24. 2006) fwc^enfik vti£li GAP 

itah i^i/nian, **OnJine. but under the lada.'* MSSHC* (Septeenbef 24, 2U0SX 

IHul D Thacker, "Btnh'i dnate-ocntrollod White House." SaJoncom (Seplcinber 19. 2006) 

Email From Keith Dixon. To Jana Goldman. Dale Juty 26. 2001. Suk^t GFD4. Web Info GAP 
Auxtixi 9, pari S S'OAA hX}l4 re.'qMtnu px *4. 
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wc were dumaved to sec that the NUAA web pages have a link to "(Jreenbouse 
Warming Unks'* that direeu oim to http: www.noaa.gov greenhousc.html.... and 
that OFDI . is not listed im this page If sninenne fnini llie |ness (or goveniinent 
or a student or interested taxpayer) goes to (the site) thinkuig he she svill find out 
what NOAA is doing in relation to the greenhouse warming issue. I do not feel 
that thill page is up to the t»sk Wimhl you happen to know wlni is in charge of 
that page, so that we might lobby to get a link added....? 

It took a lung tinw for tlic welwile to begin openly reflecting sensitive science. A 
September 28. 200}. email by this same scientist is illustrative:"" 

Perliaps you too will be pleasantly surprised when you see the link on tlie main 
NO.'k.A web page to http:' ssww.noaanews.noaa.gov stanes200} s2}l2.hlm... 

For me. it was encouraging to see NO.AA aetuallv highlight something related to 
UHCls Igrcenhouse gases), and to do so without over-emphasiicing uneertainties. 

Note tlie words "scieiitirically unambiguous’' appear in llie text. Imagine that! 

It itK'ludes a quote from the N’OA/VCMDI. director that refers to "the success or 
failure of future efforts to curb carhoii dioxide and other greenhouse gas 
increases" (ycs... natural and hunian>cnginccTed ptx>ccsscs are given equal wciglit 
in the statement, but hex', it's still more than I would have expected.) 

Also, the authors went out of their way to include the K-word Kyoto! in order to 
expbin why the reference year is 1990. It would not have been hard to omit that 
bit of info since I'm not sure that the reason for why n pnrticulin' year is a 
reference year is so important (as) to merit inclusion in a short piece such as this. 
So it suggests to me that either very little editing was down (sic) with an eye 
towiirds not potentially olTcnding greenhouse cunlmrians iind their comrades or* 
someone managed to successiUlly fight back such elTorts. 

So anyway. 1 took this as an encouraging sign that UHU-rclatc |sk| stulT can find 
its way onto the NOAA radar screen. Sure, h may not get the coverage of run- 
away dulplhns. whales trapped in fishing lines, nr surveys of Civil War era 
ironclad wrecks, but it's somethmg! 

The last sentence was a reference to the fact as reported by Josh Uelzman of 
Af.^'Se, tliat NOAA gov featiaed an .kiigiwt 24 story aUmt lioss the agency's histiirians 
had debunked a I42-ycar*old Civil War legend involving a cannon and a cat" at the time 
llial Katriiu strengthened into a Category S monster and local and federal officials 
pleaded with Oulf Const A few weeks later, while Huiricane Rita threatened tlie coast 


"* Bmail From Keah Chson. To tohn Sheldon. Bnan Orom, Tom Delwouh. er al . Dale SqSemhiT 28. 
200$: Subject Pkuamh' supnsed by NOAA's «rcb page CMP Auttat 9.2006, part 3 SXIU FOIA 
taponu pg 331 

tosh Keleawn. “Onlow, hul lauier the radar." (Sepl e mhef 24. 2<10S> 
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and wcbsilc traHIc increased four-fold, the homepage’s top slon' was the rescue of four 
dolphins lhal Kiitrina had washed inlu the Mississippi Riser. .‘M the time, “the stonn 
topping NOAr\’s National Hurricane Center sveb site svaa Tropical Storm Philippe, a 
small systeni forecast lu by|utss the I 'liited States by naiie than 1.000 miles " 

F.ven when senshis'c science makes it up onto N'OA.-X’s wehshe, it is often not 
without delay. For imtance. a website on abrupt climate change erealed by the NO.-VA 
Paleodala Center in 2004 was briefly delayed on account of “Wltite I louse concern about 
the subject's political sensitivity and the timing of the site launch on the some day its the 
movie 'The Day After Tomorrow."* according to sources familiar tvith die webshe."* 
.\ccurding to GnvnvireV* 

Mark McCaffrey, a NOAA science cmniiiunicalions specialist ami lead aiilhor of 
the site, said the site was originally seheduled to go live early last week, but on 
W'ednesdav McCaffrey said it had been placed on an "indefinite hold" by higher- 
ranking oHlciab within the Bush administration. When contacted yeiterday. 
however. McCaffrey said the hold had been lifted. One ofllcial familiar with the 
project said officials deckled lu pul llte site up following media iniiuiries from 
Greenwire and other outlets.’** 

NOAA u not aloiK'.”' Without explanation, the State Depatintent "retired" the 
Clim.ilc CIvinge seetimi of Hs "Olohal Issues" web page, whicii had provided cuireiit 
news about the issue. .-Uvording to Rick Pilt/, "iherc was no c.xplanation. so we can only 
speculate as to wh>‘ this was done, hut it is worth noting dial the second to last story 
posted was entitled 'Ulobul Worming Topped Natural Cycles in Fueling 200$ 
Ilurricanes.’"'** Moreover, the FPA websites dealing with Global Warming and the 
Global Change Research Program, actively updated prior to 2002, saw few if any updates 
tbcrcallcr. Piltz noted a few examples:'*' 

Un the ~.\bout the Site" page, there is no mention of the U.S. Climate Change 
Science Program, which since 2002 has been the name of the program through 
which EPA and other federal agencies coordinate their climnic and global change 
research. 


*** Afidrevr Kreedmon. "Hrnptned buiktet caOs wvmdd eliniinale afvupl climate cfiunKe pn^nml.'* Clnmn'lrv 
(fmx 3. 2001); 'NOM wcbme goes onluie following adraiunrMive delay ” Crttmnn (May 2<. 2004) 

*** "KOAA webuK goes online falluwuig admaustraln e delay .* GrHtntn (May 2t. 2004) 

In Onu. "The Pay After Tornorrmr Never Piei.* (kme 3. 2n04X NWalTrey adds “Wlimever mirce of 
audionty uopoaed ihe delay had a change of heart As a medu rwrai gathered around the film and NOAA 
was ha with tepenled iratuiiiesaAiuutUie abuptclimals clmnge wcinite luimaedUi be m JevelupnmnL Ihe 
wncy finally goi ihe green lighi from above * 

’** 23*1 and 22tr of UCS novey respondents, respectively, perceived or experienced 
"|d)niippeiirmice‘unuMml delay' in the leleone a( websites, presn relewies, reporls. cv iilher scunce-bsscsl 

natenab * Survey of Fedcnl Ctunau Scicmius. UTS Socmific Integniy Projpam (2006) queuion *22 
Rick Piltz. 'The Slate Departmeia's disappeaimg Clunale Change nob page.' ClumUtScMiKtH'iUilLOtg 
(Ally 10. 2006) 

™ Ibck Piha. "EPA't global warming communicatton pcobkrn - 2. Censored webtilea.' 
( •timat*SamtWalch.orx ( JUne 2ft. 200b> 
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On Uw "PubItcaInMK" [Mge, cMcntiallv all puhlications lUtcd are front the I9]t9' 
2001 period ITm wtle exofplion appenrx to be the May 2002 U S. Chmule Avlion 
Hepon lo the framework L'onvenlioa on Climate Change. 

On the *N'eu«> and Events — Speeches" page, the most recent statement by an 
F.PA ofTicial is by former ndminisltalnt Christie Whitman in Febniaiy 200). 

On the “Newt and Events - Inside the Greenhouse" page, billed as "a sute and 
local resource on global warming." the last entry is dated summer 2002. 

Since Pill/' June 2S. 2006 posting, the EH.A. m collaboration with other federal 
ageiKies has resurrected and updated the site - renaming it the "Climate Change" website 
— according to an (Xrlober 16. 2006, F.P.A press release. .Although the website has 
Mihstaiilial new material, tlie fomier CCSP official continues to raise a nuiiilier of 
contentions. First, the svebsite ''cherry picks" quotes from the 2001 National Kesentvh 
Council report {Climait Chaitgt Sciene*: An Anafysii cy SotiH Kty Quesnoni) that was 
commissioned by the White House - eictracling those parts that tend "to create an 
enhanced sense of scientific uiiceitainiv." Second, tlie site remains outdated, relying 
heavily on the IPCC Ihird .Assessment Report (2001) at the c.spense of 5-6 years of more 
recent research - much of it supported by the CCSP.‘” Thiri the wcbine continues to 
make little reference lo or use of the U.S. Sationa! Asststment and the "Impacts and 
Adaptatioin" cliaptei of the U.S. Cliimtie Action Report. Refeiiiiig specifically lo the 
website's "Slate of Knowledge" page. Mnhimnn avsetls that certain stnlemenls range 
from being “scieniincally incorrect" to seeming 'to have been written by a non- 
scientist...."’^’ Furthemiore. two sources have recently notified us that Michael 
Calan/oni. a new oommunicalions oITtcer fnim the While Home, has lieeii “iramkeying" 
with the website, changing both content and fonL”* 

In spile of this, the F.P.A w ebsite represents a vast improvement w hen compared lo 
tlie F.P.A Ololial Cliange Research Program welisile, whidi has not seen any signs of 
revitalization sinee the fall of 2002 (though it stales it is updated daily). As Piltz points 
out;”' 


IsHik at tlie "News Reel" trailer on the Inane page ~ it refers to a recant lai a 
workshop on climate change oml water quality m the Great Lakes region that is 
dated .August 2003! And that appears lo be ;ust about the only noticeable addition 
to tlic site since October 2002. e.g.. on the Research Projects page, the 
Publications and Presenlalnms page, and the Newsletters |>age Between 1999 and 


^ The felt sentence of the bPA news teicase annuuncing the urn’etlaig of the lei emped wshule ist>'s that 
Its purpose a "to provide Ihe (Wlhlic with Ifie oinsl up.lo.dale intcemstinn on clmiste dierve ” 

Jerry Mahbnan. coninuniestinn wnlh N has i ara iu (OeS JI, 2006) rreorden file »1th O.'tP- 
Anooymoui EPA Klemtit. iiacrview with Miassansu (Match 3. 2007) nrconf on file wrA GAP', 
AnonyoMUS govemoient officuL cooimunications witt) Moasioraiu (Match I. 2007) rtterd on file siA 
GAP. 

^ Kick Pilly. "KPA's glnhoJ wanning ccwnmunlcnlinn pmhlem 2 Ceswred wehmles." 
CbmaieSoeneeWatchorgikme 2S, 2006) 
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2001 ihc EPA program pu oul 37 Uaue« of Global Change Research News - but 

lume since 2001 

MKsJon Sialenienls 

Mission siaiemcnu hold oui the essence of an agency’s function to the public and 
provide guidance for an agency with its own goals ami olijeclives. Oi Febniary 6. 2006, 
the Bush administration removed the phrase 'To understand and protect our honK planet" 
from the N.MiA misskin statement in the budget and planning documents submitted to 
Congress.’^* David SteiU. NAS.A spokesman, says that it was "pure coincidence" that 
James Hansen repeatedly used the phrase during the controversy over his being 
“mu/zled" in the months prior but according to Tht Stw York Timtt. Hansen suggested 
that the While House ordered the change to "shill the spotlight from global w arming." 

Ihilike the deliberative process that added llie line to tlie mission statement in 
2002 - seen as appropriate due to NASA's increased involvement in environmental 
nHHiitoring since its inception in 1958 - in this case NASA researchers were neitlier 
informed nor oonsultcd ahead of lime. According to .Vndrew Revkin. “the shill in 
language echoes a shill in the agency's budgets toward space projects and away from 
earth mcssiims. a shill that be^n in 200d the year Mr Rush announced his vision of 
human missions to the Moon and bcyond."’“ One anonymous socntist from N.ASA 
staled. "I view the removal of this mission directive os retaliation Because of the 
importance of the mission statement in justifying individual rcseoroh. Ihc removal of this 
from the NASA mission statement will be very cITeetive at reducing NASA climate 
research."”' .Another UISS scientist has noted that rc-naming Uic research mission from 
Earth Systems research to Eaiih*Sun system has had a “huge and demoralizing impact" 
and dial she has been in many meetings where scientists are urged to repackage tlieir 
whole rescardi programs in terms of the new nomenclature and buzzwords. ” 


Pihzgoei on to «al< 

The BPA (Slolnl r'lmigr Rewareh Pmgnun hn • S2n millim uimal hudgri lo onanlHar lo the 
overall U.S Chnsie Change Science ITogram wnh a '(runary etnphasis on evaluating the 
potential conscipKnees of gtobol chtnge iputjculerl) cluaste vonibility end change) on oir 
quality, wata quality, ecosyslcmi. aul huntan health in the United Stales* In Ihc CCSP iqnris lo 
('of^esion rnmnii ActfVitiA in ?0Q1 (pfi 1 1 Vll.^) imd r004<2tin^, KPA liftfrd numerous {^lohal 
duu^ research ptoi«Xi underway and reporu to be puHuhed cn dteie topics Dut on the ETA 
gkbal change program website we look in vain for publicaAion^ or even cunent projea 
desertions, sirwe 7002 that would ffocufiwfit thr proftms and rrsuhs oC this rrsrarch agmda 

Aialrra Kmkin. "NASA^ Ucoh Ihilele Mention of Hime HlmL" Tht Stw York Tumi (Jtily 2Z 
7006> I.ctMT From Colbm. Liehcnnan. To OnHwi; I>ac July 31.70Q6on^trwTtfiG.4P. 

^ Revkm reporu that m December 2004, a NASA M Propubion Laboraloo' Kicmist “had been preisured 
to Hiy m a news leleasc that im ucoamc icsaaidi mmki help adKiince the mkninifttialiun'ft guul of space 
e:q4cir«t}on ” 

Surs^ of Federal CUmatc ScientuU. UCS Soenufic Imegni)' Program (200S)KOAA commentary. 

Anun)'n>ouK nciemeil, interv ww with Jamifer freeman (iiew 27, 20U6) mvn/ cm fiU wtih OAK 
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Nonetheless, not all scientists necessarily give in. The above-quoted scientist has 
ignored the changes. A USDA climate scientist adds:^^* 

In general, climate change science is continuing at govemment agencies, and I 
believe we continue our world-recognized pre-eminence that we had in the 
1990’s. However, much of our work continues more clandestinely as we’ve had 
to amend our project titles and descriptions to get rid of key buzzwords that are 
not focused by the current Hush administration. For example, our new project 
plans no longer mention our ??? |sic| carbon budget studies in project plan tasks, 
even though individual scientists labs are continuing tbeir work in this area. 

The most pervasive such linguistic shifts was best captured by an inters'iew 
request from an "On Language” columnist for The New York Times Magazine who. 
according to Kent Laborde .at the NO.AA PAO, wondered why the term “global warming” 
had migrated to “climate change” in the past few years and whether there is “a 
technical/scientific difference or is it a semantic issue that one sounds better than the 
other?”’’^ The request was forwarded to .Ahsha Tribble who asks NO.A.A Deputy 
.Administrator Mahoney to handle the interaaew, leading Malioney and Laborde to 
discuss: 

A question for Kent: has this been reviewed by our EOP [Executive Office of the 
President] colleagues? 

I've not spoken with them yet. It seems like the explanation of the word changes 
could be done without the jeopardy of having to explain policy decisions. I can 
make a call to CEQ to get their approval on this if you would like. 

Kent - Yes. it is necessary to have EOP on board. The two terms are policy- 
laden. and were developed by specific interests.... If we're agreeable with EOP, I 
can do a phone intendew tomorrow morning from home. 

•A Note on Interference with Scientific Research 

We reiterate that none of our investigation's primary sources e.xperienced or 
perceived direct interference with their research. Nonetheless, anonymous sur\'eys have 
uncovered incidents and trends of note. Consider, for example, the over 21% of climate 
scientist surs’cy respondents that believed federal climate research was not independent 
and impartial. When sampling from NOAA scientists generally, not just in the field of 
climate science, UCS found that 53‘^b of 460 NOAA scientists say tliey know of cases in 
which commercial interests have induced reversal or w ithdrawal of scientific conclusions 
through political intervention.^’^ Keep in mind that general survey encompa.ssed agency 


™ Survey of Federal Climate Scientists, UCS Scientific Integrity Program (2006) USDA commentary 
Email From: Ktahoney. To Ahsha Tribble. Kent Laborde; Date: July 26, 2005; Subject: [redacted] 
interview request Thacker complete FOIA response pg. 55, 65-64. 

Survey of Federal Climate ^lentists, UCS Scientific Integrity Program (2006) question #7 

58% know of cases in which administrators or appointees have altered NOAA Fisheries' determinations 
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divtaiom auch aa ihc National Mahn< rialKni.'a Service, which have regulatory- Tunctiona 
that are more attractive to political influencea.. 

The UCS climate acienee survey suggests that intetference with research has been 
inlemalired due to the political climate and pcdia|is the sigiuK that experienced ami 
perceived intcri'erence with contmunicaliona has sent For example. 3I*» of rcspundenUi 
ehlier experienced or perceived “Self-induced pressure to change research or reporting in 
order to align findings with agency policy or to avoid controversy" as well as “Fear of 
retaliation for openly cxprcaaing concema about climate change inside my agency-."'*' 
Indeed, one F.P.'\ .scientist commenled lliat the former "is the biggest is.sue for our 
program. This is followed by- bureaucratic |baiTKTs| to communK-ation via websites."*** 
Sixteen percent of climate scientisu surveyed perceived or experienced an “Implicit 
cxpectalion by officials fur scienlists to provide incmnpletc. inaccurate, or misleading 
infonnation to the publK." T'wcnty--livc percent pctcciv'^ or cxpcncnecd "Situations in 
which scientists have actively objected to. resigned from, or removed themselves from a 
project because of piessurc to change scientific findings."*’* 

.-\ccording to .-m t-.P.A scientist, “The perception that something that we (climate 
scientists) might find and w-htc might be considered contiovcnial is a suong one dial 
comes down from management. It's not clear that there's a real reason for it or what the 
ciH«ve(|uences wimld lie TTiis |H.Tc«]ilioii slimild lie actively discuuiaged from the higliesi 
kvela!"**'’ 


Ferwarding the AP news steiy ihM mentions this mimic lo eoUeagucs. a GFDL seiemm asks. -Qin that 
couM nev er hippen here, nght?' Email From John Sbekkn, To. Brian Qtoaa. Keith Dixon. Fohn Laiuanle. 
Slei-e (tiunee. Ikite June 29, 2tlOV. Sut^cS NOAA ScimttsLv Say Kepiels AUered CMP .tinciii/ g 2CMIA 
pan i HOAA FOLt mponn pg iS9: JcIT Bamvd. "NCiAA Seieimns Sey Repons Altered.* Aaoctaad 
Pnu (June 29. 300d) 

Survey of FeiJrntI Ctimme Sciefitnts, IIC!S SoenlilK tiUegnly Plugfani (2tSI6) questum 023, 24 
”* Survey of Federal Climaic Seicfinsis, UCS Sescnufic Imegmy Progiam (2005) ^A commenmiy 
*** Survey of Federal Climate Sc lentista. UCS ScKiaific InlegnQ Progiam (2005) question a }| 

*** Survey of Fedem) Ctimole Scientists LIC2t Soetililic integrity Progrmn (2006) l^A cienmoilmy 
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Agency Misrepresentation 

Viewed in iu totalit>'. interference with media, eongrcssional. and public 
communications of science results in a misrepresentation of science b>' the relevant 
ugcncic!> and the ttltite House.”' To illustrate this ellccL we will e.xplutv how NO.A/\ 
represented the science on all fronts regarding; the climate change and cx'clonic activity 
nRcr the landfall of HutricaiK Katrina. Wc take no position on the science itself and 
proceed from the premise that debate on an unsettled area of science should be 
represented fairly and openly to all aspects of the public. 


Consider also rtiiemenu booi the duef exeeuuve that ire torch' niisali(iKd with ha sgcncics' basic 
ftcienUfic uradn&landtnit^ In te&fUiM lo a ktuesUun abuut gluhd warm«% at a Ntaich 29. 2UU6 picaa 
hnd'mg. the FVcsidcni *'W«U. ftm of ill, the glohc ii wanning— the fundmcfiia] debate, it N 
manmade or natural'^ m'atUtbU at http; -www whitehouic gox* fKvrt^tekaaea^2C06-X)3 X<>60329>^.himl 
(latt viKtled on Siarvh 23, 3007) Mtae reL*cnll>', dieney echoed Kudi m an twduMve )'rhnait>‘ 23, 2tXJ7, 
ifttcrview with ABC, "Cheney on Global Wanning Vice Pretidemi’f Viewt ai Odds with the hlajonty of 
Clunate ScientisU" mvilaMe at hnp abcDcwago.coaa'T<dinolagy-'tlcfy^d"2899539sft|)agc~l (Usl 
viAiled cm \4nrch 23. 21X17) In Kehnavy 7. TINl?. weh piattfig. OSTTH^a Murtmirg^ and OJQ’a 
Connaughion rctfrimted ■ sutemeni by White House IVs Seemary Tony Snow thai the U S was domg 
better Europe in reducing m greenhouse gu eoiiuiofu. Their *Open Letter on the President's 
KiaitHm on (IlifBate (lainge,* doamed that 

our emistiona performance since 2000 is amoi^ die best in the world Accorda^ to the 
Intematavad Hnwgy Agency, from 2IXD-20M, ■» our piipidulaai increased and uur ccumany grew 
by nearly 10^*. U S. carbon dioxide emitsiom increased by only 1 7S During the same penodL 
European Union carbon dioxide emosiona grew by 5S. with lower economic growlh 

However, this data was carehiUy selected to n-ppeet the admintstrauon't staicmem As Peter CIcKk notes 

W'hen any other than 7000 n wlected as the haae >’ear. the performance of the Kiwopean 
Union B bener than the Unitod States, and over the enure period from 1990 to 2004. the difTerence 
is stark During Ihoae 15 yean, US greenhouae gaa eniiaitiiia grew more than I5S whde 
emtaciom fmm dw 15 anmtnen at the Burnpam I7ni«wi (the Rlk>l5) dedmed by wound IH 
Moreover, calculating the index of emissiom for any set of years between 1990 and 2004 other 
than 2UUU-2U04. European greciihcuw gaa cmmaMiitib cilhei grew more slowly than U.S cniiaaions 
or actualh’ declined 

Brirt Okick. "Ihe Kvliticat and SekvUi v Um of Dali Cheny Picking Chmatc Drta m dw \3'hiU Huum'* 
(Mutdt 12. Z307)un/iU 1)» White Huuw la nut die only* ujurce of acMniifa: mistepreKeraniion 

In drfcndvig agnimt a inwwiit Filed hy Knenda of dw Kwth el al agamal the Kxpcet-lmpwt Bank and the 
Overwas PHvaic Investniom Corporation for providing flnancail assistance to otl and other fossil IWl 
pvoyecis withuul fast evaluataig then global warming uupacta. the Department of Justice turned h> 
outiprken global warming skeptic Hr I^id I^egalcs. director of the Center for Climatic Research at the 
University of Delaware, for expert opation Wriung the science brief for the pUtntifTs was Dr 
MacCmcksa a foimo saenUsl fur the ufTicial U.S Global (.'hangc Rascaich l^ogtani. who teliod un 
ocficlutions of the govemmera'iupported US NsticewJ Aviexwneni wkI IPCC "Global Wanting Skeptic 
Argues U.S Position in SuiL" Satnee (Apnl 22. 2005) avatlath at 

hllp>'/>rwwhealAunltne urg^un4cnlBane'Ob|aGlhandki& index 6fm'’'al*51724boeUiud‘* full (laat vaited on 
March 23. 2007) 23H and IS** of LXTS survey re^Jondems. respectively, perceived or c?q>en<need 
**|s)Mcmenit b>’ ofTictab at (their) agerKy that mtsreprcsent|ed) KKRtists* fmdings * Survey of Federal 
< Timnte Ikwnliate. tX.!S !ictaUif a: Intimity Prognan (2006) queatam # 29 
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Media C’ontact Favoritism 

It appears that initially - in the media storm that followed Katrina - a scientist 
such as Tom Knutson freely conducted interviews on the relationship of hurricanes to 
global warming provided they gave notice and recap to their PAO.^'^" Soon, however. 
Department of Commerce officials, whose approval was required, became hesitant about 
anyone speaking to the media on the subject.^^ This included scientists such as Dr. 
Chris I^ndsea and meteorologist Max Mayfield, director of the National Hurricane 
Center, wiio were outspoken proponents of natural variability being the only significant 
e.xplanation for the recent upswing in hurricane activity. Tliese were then the first 
scientists to obtain re-approval. On September 23, 2005, OPCl.A Director Jordan St. 
Jolin fonvarded Chuck Fuqua, Deputy Director of Communications at the Department of 
Commerce, one such media request, e.xplaining: “This is like many of the otlier. Landsea 
will talk about the 20-30 natural cycle as the cause and wave off the climate connection 
as he has in a score of other interviews like this.” Fuqua approves, saying, “okay on lliis 
one. Please be careful and make sure Chris is on his toes. Since (redacted] went off the 
menu, Tm a little ncrv'ous on this one, but tni.st he'll hold the course. 

On the morning of October 16, 2005, Knutson received a request to appear on the 
CNBC show “On the Money.”^* Knut.son called the P.40 for approval. FOIA emails 
track how Kent I^borde forwarded the request to Chuck Fuqua, who responded, “what is 
Knutson's position on global warming vs. decadal cycles? Is he consistent with Bell and 


Email From: Knutson; To: Laborde; Date: Sept. 8, 2005; Subject: recent media contacts Thacker 
complete FOIA response pg. 9F93, Email From: Knutson; To: Goldman, Laborde; Date: September 12, 
2005; Subject: reporter contacts Thacker complete FOIA response pg. 94, Email From: Knutson, To: 
Goldman, Date; September 15, 2005; Subject; [redacted] interview request Thacker complete FOIA 
response pg. 95. 

^ Email From: Catherine Trinh; To: Smullcn; Date; Sept. 19, 2005; Subject: Landsea for [redacted] 9-19 
Thacker complete FOIA response pg.96-98. This email string also suggests that CEQ was involved in 
clearance decisions. 

^ Email From; Smullen; To: Trinh; Date; Sep 21, 2005; Subject: #2 Thacker complete FOIA response pg. 
105-06; Thacker NOAwl FOIA summary pg. 3-4, S. A September 28, 2005. email from a EXX: senior policy 
analyst Chris Schevc to Jennifer Sprague affirms that scientific perspectives were indeed at slake The 
email states: “'Here is the thing I referenced from Keny Emanuel While the first line is good, the rest of it 
IS definitely a different perspective than what Landsea has been saying " Subject: Kerry Emanuel GAP 
Augtist 9, 2006 part 2 NOAA FOIA pg. 61. 

Email From; St John; To: Fuqua. Date: Sep*. 23, 2006; Subject: R-3 [redacted] hurricanes-cause- 
climate change Thacker NOAA FOIA response pg. 6-7. Later that afternoon, St. John proposes tracking 
doum Landsea to answer a request "for a NOAA scientists to discuss links between climate charge and 
hurricanes" and obtains immediate approval frem Fuqua. Email From; St. John; To: Fuqua; Date: Sept 23, 
2005, Subject: R-5 9-23 Iredacted] hurricanes and CC-Goldman Thacker complete FOIA response pg. III- 
12. Around this lime, two email subject lines requesting clearance from DOC read; "clearance #(]. g 
warming not causing intense hurricanes... Thacker complete FOIA response pg. 96-99. 

^ Tom Knutson, interview with Maassarani (April 13. 2006) recordon file GAP; Antonio Regalado 
and Jim Carlton. “Statement Acknowledges Some Government Scientists See Link to Global Warming,” 
Wall Street Journal (February 16, 2006); and Clayton Sandell, "Government Accused of Censorship Over 
Global Warming E-N-fails Suggest Officials Stopped Scientist From Talking About Global Warming 
News (September 20, 2006). 
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Knutson remcmheis that t^bordc soon called back to question Knutstm 
■bout uhut he planned to sa\' - especially with rej^ard to any trends in hurricane oelivily - 
and ‘'supplied a guarded response." l-aboide then wrote to Fuqua "that he is consistent, 
but a bit of a din'erent animal. He isn't on the metcorologierU side. He's purely a 
numerical modeler. He takes existing data From obsers'ation and projects forward. His 
take b tliut eeen with worse cose prujeetiuns of green bouse gas eoiK'enlralioiis. there will 
be a very small increase in hurricane intensity that won't be realized until almost 100 
years from now." Two minutes later Fuqua responded. "Why can't we have one of the 
other guys on then?" [.abordc answers: "Hell is unavailable because of other 
eumniitinents and Landsea is busy at the hurricane center with Wilnui." Knutson soon 
Kceived a wicemail notifying him that the interview had been rejected. 

Fuqua seems to have been quite busy at this time. In an email to Kent Laborde 
regarding a media request for t andsea to appe.tr on N'ewsHniir With Jim t ehrer two days 
later, he wnics:'** 

please make sure C'hns is on message and that it is a fncndly discussion. 1 don't 
want our people in a precarious position or subject to an ugly scene. I'm not 
comptetelv' comfortable with this, but feel its better than hurt not going on. I need 
a report on how it goes. Thanks. 

.Also, the interview you reference was done without our knowledge and I trust that 
won't happen again. 'Hionks. 

C)n tXdober 19 - with HumcaiK Wilma measuring in as the strongest cv’clonc to 
have hit the .Atlantic Rasin - Fuqua blankly rejects a request for an interview with 
Lundsca on “why so many Cat..5s'global worming?" by llw Orlamh Senlim-J.*'* He 
explains. "I'd prefer that we not do this while dealing with a hurricaiK coming at us." but 
it is iiiK'leor whnt other work the OOC' P.AU would have to do at this lime. 

Soon Ihereuner DOC' begun granting laindsea immediate approvals, and IIh* 
NOAA PAO aulomalicallv steered reporters towards I.andsea when hurricane-climate 
change hiqiiiries came m Thb occurred even when another scieiillsl was sfiecifically 


Email Fmn Fuqua. To Lahorde, Pule Ocl 19. 200.S. Subccl medw rrquea lor Icroghl wilh Knursnn 
ThixktrcompliUSOAAFOUpt. /.’A 122. 131-32 133-36. 

** Kmml Enm Fuqua, To Ijrhvmle. Pule Oct t9 3N)y, SuhjetS un Ixhttt retaiesl Lens lahcreil will 
[redaciedij Thochir comphu NOA.4 FOU pg. I2t. 324. Origmally. Fuqua had required the mierview. 
which invoked another sciaiitisl who did not share Landsea's views, logo "back-toJiack * 

Email From FuqiB, To Lahorde. Pule Ocl 19. SIO.S. Suti(e<l climuteliianaDve interview request 
OAF Auftal f. 2006, part 3 S’OAA FOIA nspomt pg 392. Il b poaaibk dial pdMic relations ofTicials wgh 

rai Muentilic kwlgruiuaj sudi as Chiuk Kuquu d«J ma anmeduilely gnesp die liisUnclHin m scientiric 
penpectives Cf. Email From Truih. To: SmuUen. Date Sept 2Cl ^5. clemnce *7 - global dmmuig 
papers - scwncc fca Piiaon9-IOTlMcirr compttuNOAA FOIA niponu pg. 102-03. 

* F.g., email From Truih. To: Ldborde. Pule Ocl 17. 2005. Subjeel *4 hiimeaiei media nquiiy 
Tbaektr tompUu M3AA FOIA ntpentt pg. 142. Email From Cotdrnan, To: Laborde. Dale: Ocl. 19. 
21X15, Xubjeel hunicunes uiul gluEuI wurming Jhatitr vamtpUu M>AA h'OLi rr.tpnnw pg. 137; Kjtiml 
From Fuqua. To: Laborde. Owe Oct 19. 2005: Sub|eei elimate humetne mierview request CAP .4ugust 
g 2006. part 3 JiVAA FOIA fopOKu pg 392, Email From Duval Llilbr. To: St John. Smullan. Laborde. 
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requesled. After Fimanuel publicly charged NO.AA with gagging its scientists, the 
Providence Journal tried to arrange an inters iew with Tom Knutson. Reporter Peter 
I x5rd writes: 

Calls to NO.AVs public-afTairs office led to Kent Labordc. who was described as 
the public-affairs person who focuses on climate-change issues. 

Laborde made it clear that the NO.AA has discounted the research tying global 
warming to worsening hurricanes. 

“What we’ve found is, if you look at a couple segments of science, observational 
or modeling, there is no illustrated link between climate change and hurricane 
intensity,” I.aborde said. “We actually have periods of intensity followed by 
periods of lower intensity. We have evidence of periods going back to the 1930s. 
It follows a clear pattern.” 

Laborde was asked if he would approve an interview with Knutson. 

“What is the topicT’ he asked. 

“limanuel's theories linking climate change to worsening hurricanes.” 

“Chris Landsea would be better. He's an observational scientist.” Laborde said. 

Furthermore, at least one scientist seems to have recognized tlie agency's 
preferences. In a November 17 recap. Hurricane Research Division meteorologist Dr. 
Stanley Goldenberg emphasizes, "the interview went well & dealt w the reasons for the 
busy season, climate fluctuations, global warming NOT being the primary reason for the 
activity, etc.”**^ Indeed. Goldenberg was recommended for future interviews. In a 
November 28 email, Tom Hayden from National Geographic requests interviews with 
“some of the guys at HRD" while he is in Miami. OPCI.A head St. Joint asks Goldman, 
“any of them climate experts as far as the long term activiedess [sic] active cyclesT’ 
Goldman responds “Stan Goldenberg is one of the main authors on the 2001 paper in 
Science that says we are in a natural cycle of more active hurricanes.”’*^ 


Dale: Nov 4. 2005; Subject: [redacted] Global Climate Change £ Impact on hurricane Oequency Thacker 
complete NOAA FOIA summary pg. 145-46. 

l^ler B. Lord. "Hurricanes are gettmg worse because of global warming." Providence Journal (March 
26, 2006) 

Email From Stanley Goldenberg, To Jana Goldman, Date. November 17, 2005; Subject Media 
Update Ada Monzon - Univision Puerto Rico GAP August 9. 2006, part 3 UOAA FOIA response pg. 503. 

Email From Goldman. To: Si John, Smullen David P Miller. Date November 28. 2005, Subject 
media request from [redacted] GAP .August 9, 2006. part 3 NOAA FOIA response pg. 516. Goldenberg 
also e.\presses no concerns about political interference staung that "some of us NOAA scientists who are 
considered the experts on hurricane climate variability do not in any degree feel that we are being hindered 
in any way from honestly looking at and analyzing the data - arriving at what we feel are the appropriate 
conclusions based on the science as we know it " Email From Stanley Goldenberg. To: Jana Gol^an; 
Dale: March 28. 2006; Subject: Talking points concerning GW/Natural Variability and Hurricanes GAP 
August 9, 2006, part 3 NOAA FOIA response pg. 720-21 
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Kfedia umtaci faviHilif^ni can create the ■niprew.iiai of an agency coiiMiism in the 
humcanc-cliniatc change debate; however even pnor to Humcane Katnna this false 
consensiK was nude explicit. Shorllv after resigning from the IPCC in protest over the 
"critical prublcnt with the IPCC process,'* Ur. Christopher Londsea forwarded a media 
request that he had received from a French source to Goldmaa’’* Goldman then asked 
Umdsea and tlie PAO head(|uarlers to review a draft response claiming tlvil “NOA/\ 
supports the xiew that there is no vcniiable link between obsen ed climate change and the 
intensity and frequency of the most recent Atlantic hurricane season."’’’ From the FOIA 
record, only lamdsea responds: "I ihmk your response looks line.... IKTe have no papers 
(NO/VA or otlier folks) that have made any link bebveen today's humcane aelivrty and 
observed global warming." This was less than live months after GFDI. researcher Tom 
Knutson published his work on the impacts of CO»induced warming on simulated 
hurricane intensity and precipitation. 

Press Conferences and Congressloiuil Hearings 

At the November 29, 200$, press conferetK'e marking the end of hiiiricaiK scison. 
Drs. Ma.v Mayfield and Gerry Dell were present to answer reporters' questions on 
NO.AA's behalf ,As director of tlie Tropical Pretlidiiin Cenler.'Naliwuil Htariconc Center 
(NHC) and founding meteorologist of NO.AA's seasonal .Atlantic humcane outlooks 
respectively, this line up was ncS, in itself, inappropriate. On the other h.md, the NHC 
and the Clmuite Prediction Center, where Bell is stationed, fall under the National 
Weather Service and deal primarily with short-term climate variability' and forecasting. 
Thus, neither seientisl was n specialist in long-term climate dyniimies; nonetheless they 
fielded all inquiries eonceming global warming and hurricanes. Indeed, one NOAA 
official noted in an enuil that “Max won't believe the research until it is unanimous."”* 

As reported in the Slew Rapuhhc, when asked about recent reports at the press 
cunfeivnce that "glutial warming nmy have l>een responsible for tlic intensity of the 
storms," Dell states eategoneally ‘Ave see absolutely no indication whatsoever that 
gfeeiiboii.se wanning is causing any of it " Instead the stonns* intensity was "part of the 
multi-dceodal signal that we see. It's not related to gKcnhousc warmmg."”’ Oflicially 
representing NO.A.A in interviews or speeches in the fall of 200$, this same position has 


Email Froos |Kcd>LUd|. To. Pttet Oniwr. iuii)' Oroy. Giank Mmks. Evan Fonb. Jana Goldman. Dale 
Jammry 19. Oy, Suh|cct Hiancmm, Olohal Wnnaing and the IPnc Thacker camfiete SY)AA FOIA 
neponu pp. 2, Email From Landsea. To: Jana CoMroaa Dau. Febnaty 9. 200$. SulyecL IPCC Thacker 
lumpUte NOAA FUlA ttjpaiue fpi-T 
'"ihid 

”* Email Frcea: Webster. To: Rayder. EWe June l.2006adrM7dddagiur R pan I NXIAA FOIA 

respunig pg. S6J^S6Z 

John ^(hs. "Hk GovcrRR>oii*9 Junk ScKitcc." TV Sfw R'tpuhtk' (Swtmber 2, 3006) One of our 
tources hns noCod that NOAA had never before taken an offWail position on such a ragmg scientific 
guntnivmy 
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txcn pui forward by Mayfield on CBS'* "Face the Nation” and by the NOAA 
.Adininislialor at Wetdiat Springs. Mis.souri ”* 

MavTicId has also addressed the issue of climate clunge and hurricanes in front of 
Congress.*'* thi September 20. 2005. .Mayfield told the suhcommiltec of the Senate 
Commerce Committee that “The increased actisity since 1995 is due to natural 
fluctuatimn and cycles of hurricane activity, driven hy lire .Allaiitic Ocemi itself along 
with the atmosphere above it and not enhanced substantially by global warming.” 
.According to an email eight davn before the hearing, the NO.A.A O.AR's I.egislalive 
.Analysis Team was working with kandsea to come up with answers to the “Global 
Wanning (>iesiion” and connected with Jennifer Sprague to discuss it.**" In early 2006. 
NOAA liad developed an internal set of hurricane and climate change talking points - 
emphosi/ing natural variability - fur eongn^ssional hearings.*** 

However, witli the publication of a number of damaging news articles and 
Congressional attention building up to the summer of 2006. this position become 
untenable.*** In a June I email response to the House Subcommittee on Fjivironmeni, 
Technology and Standards staff director pointing to the leaked talking points, bead of 
legislative aifairs Eric Webster writes: “I personally pul Intention of an ongoing debalcl 
in Ilic lost cintnle of !>|>eoch«s for the .\dmiral. pul it in Max Mayfiekl's written ami oral 
statements."'* A June 5 email shows Jennifer Sprague updating General Johnson’s 
selieduled July 7 oral leslimtvny "to reflect the ongoing debate on hurricanes and ctimale 
change and will be sending lo .rVhsha for her Ihoughls" ** 

M rbslln 

In llie November 2005 posting of NOA.A Magazine Online, the licadlinc story 
reads: “.NOA.A .Attnbulcs Kcceitl Increase m Hurricane Activity lo Naturally OccuiTing 
Multi-Decadal Climate Variabilitx-,” a later news item is entitled: "Consensus Among 
NO.AA Hurricimc Researchers and Furecuslers " *** In February. OFDL director .Ants 


” Somrtimc inward Ihr end of 7nnV, laulenhachrr wwv pnsorMlIy provided wdh a ftiweriyitnl hy flFm. 
tcientisls, ouUirung die eurrcM underrundtng of clanou change efTecls on humcanes and meluding Ton 
KiuOaun's icKardi QAP 9, 20M>. puitJNOAA FOIAA umJultJ mipoiat pg. SS-91. 

”* Simihrly. a March W. TOOh. email larggesls that Itr landies wav aho encoiufwged to oHend a Hill 
hncfing md was approved lo mend wohoin the lyptcal requireoMm of a formal oivitauon. Email Fran 
Londoea. To Ferguson. Dote Match 30. 2006. Sul^t brufing cn the HiU GAP NOAA August 9. 3006. 
Mrt 2 NO,U fVI/l rssponse pg. S2 

Hmail From lartigue. To Sprague, Dole Seplemher 12. 2001. Suh|ecl lurigiaige lo opecilic queslinm 
CAP .M9/U August 9, 2006. pan 2 NOAA FOIA mpontu pg. S3. 

OAR CJ&As (laslolcd) GAP .Sugust g 2O0& part 3 NOA.'t FOIA rtspomt umistsdpg 36- 73 
Fmoil From Wehmer, To Rogley, r>*le May 22. 2006. SUhfeci the vcienlivn oral prevenliilKai GAP 
M7/U/<i|fii>rg 2006. pan I NOM FOIA nspatwpg. 29S. 

tiinad From Wchsln. To Kaydor. Data June I, 2UOb GAP NOAA August 9. 2006. put! I NOAA FOlA 
rrspoiue pg S6S-S67. 

^ Email From Webster. To: Sprague. Dole June 5. 2006 GAP NOAA August 9. 2006^ ptfl 1 NOAA 
HMA iMs)iurac pg 368. Me alau 2SC 

A^thbU at http ’www mvpziiv ncNMg<n^'«one^'iing1S4 hnn Out vmted March 23. 2007) The 
news iietn references a sole ptper b)‘ Civistophes W landKi. Stank)* D GoUknberg. Aibcito M Siestas- 
Nime/. unil Willuira M lha)' 
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Ixclmoa cxprcsiicd hts disappouitmcnl lo NOA.\ senior manugoinent o\'cr (he media 
ouier>' lhai ilus incident had stirred up. “This is an embarrassment that NOAA could 
haw easily awided by insetting; something like 'impacts of dobal uarming can not be 
precluded' m the vunous press releases and Hill tcslimomes." A few OKUL scientists 
also began crafting a letter to Mahoney explaining their views on the subject and 
requesting that the posting be updated lo "reflect a more complete xHew of the potential 
faetoni ins olved in the decadal scale changes m hiancane actis ity" or “more clearly stale 
that this assessnwnt is a view of a subset ol' research scientists within NOAA.”**' Cauglti 
in the brewing conlroversy. .4hsha Tribble confided to Jennifer Sprague. Chris Schew 
imd tx'oh flonelson of LXX'. and N'U.\.\ Chief of Stoll' Scott Kayder. “what we ore 
trymg to say is that statement that was posted in the online NOAA Magazine was not an 
ofTicial NOAA position.... internally, we know that is was a statement drafted by public 
ulfairs that slipped through the system."*** 

Soon enough a footnote disclaimer was added at the end of (he on-line magazine 
explaining lint: 

The consensus in this on-line magazine story represents the views of some NOAA 
liioricane rcseardicrb and forecasters, but does not iKvessorily represent the views 
of all NOAA scientists. It was not (he intention of this artK'le to discount the 
presence of a human-induced global warming element or lo attempt lo claim (hat 
such on eleineiil is mil present There is a robust, on-going discus-sion on 
hurricanes and climate change with NOAA and the scientific community. 

Nonelheles-v on Fehniory 17, 2006, six OFDI. scientists wrote lo SpinradofNOA.A 0.\R 
saying that by leaving the body of the (ext imnltercd. the disclaimer was nut enutigh lo 
overcome the public’s perception of a eomensus position.*** Spinrad responds that he 
w ill bring their message to the leadership at a set of meetings on the subject scheduled for 
that day.* * /\s of Man'h 22, 2007, the online posting had not changed 


t-iuRi leetmoa. To Kohlaiiky (TT Mohune)'. Koyiiet. Spnmal, Kusen, Atlas. (Iloclm, IXae Ketinnry 
12. 2006. Subject Head's up NOAA in the oews'New Rejxiblic •rucle on humcanes and global waimtng 
Grwftaci ATMd fOU ntponst ppl’t-M Dr Leetmsa also warns that a smiluly-muleading pdblie 
dental of a clsmiite idioi^ cunneettun ma> at ne "if srgrurieiuS ibut^hla develop uvct die ne.sl year os au.* 
Krcoi tVlwonh, To' Knutscsi. nose Kttwuary Ik 2006, .Suhiect hink Saenoe Sf/eenpeaw NOAA 
FOIA rtsponM pp M 

*** Email Flora tVebster. To: Tnbble, Date Feteuary 10. 2006. Subject QAAs n jxcpaialion f« the Dap 
Sec's Hiiieie Science tteanng (htyjufy it, JOCM AYi.t-t HitA rvxpanv pjz- Atl,S9, 

Email From Ronald SioufTer. To’ Jaines Hanen: Date Februaiy 16, 2006; Subyrcl WS) ptcee GAP 
Avtust 9. 2006. part } FOU rtfpoHst pf. 646-A~. 

Email Fium Kicfaoid Spnuad. To Ton Oelwueth at al . (Ada Fateuaiy 17, 2UU6, Subjocl Huiiicanca 
■id nraiale Oienge ntP diijpivt R 2006 part i NOAA FOtA rtrprmvpp. ASt-SX 
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Fad Sheets 

It was ultimately one year after Hurricane Katrina, and with seeming reluctance, 
that NO.AA took an affirmative step to counter its own misrepresentation of llie science. 
A summary of the February 17 Senior Management Meeting mentioned above came up 
with Uie following recommendations for NOAA .Administrator Conrad I.autenbacher: 

We need to do a much better job anticipating issues that will generate media 
interest and get out in front of them. We should have worked a ‘one NO.AA’ 
position on hurricanes climate change last spring given the seasonal forecast. Chet 
will take the lead to develop this position now and will institute a process to 
anticipate other issues (e.g. La Nina and drought) and be pro-active with P.A.... 

The WMO statement on climate change and hurricanes is a good statement. 
.•\hsha is drafting talking points to be used by P.A when their press release goes 
out on Monday. This will emphasize the current state of flu.\ of our knowledge 
and point to CCSP Synthesis and .Assessment Products tliat arc designed to 
answer these very questions. 

Definitive statements about tlie state of understanding of complex science issues 
demand a rigorous process that draws from a broad knowledge base and employs 
independent review. Tliis is being used in IPCC and in CCSP Ssmthesis and 
.Assessment Products. 

As reported in Nature, what ensued was the “creation of an internal seven-member panel 
charged witli preparing a consensus statement on the views of NOAA researchers on 
htnricane science.”'*^^ The final document was finalized in mid-May in preparation for 
the start of hurricane season in June, but according to records obtained by Nature 's Jim 
Giles, was held up at IXX.':”^ 

When asked about the document. NOAA .Administrator Conrad I .autenbacher told 
Nature that it was simply an internal exercise designed to get researchers to 
respect each other's points of view. He said it could not be released because the 
agency cannot take an official position on a field of science that is changing so 
rapidly. But panel members contacted by Nature, including I.eetmaa. disagree 
strongly with this interpretation. Internal NO.AA and Commerce-Department e- 
mails also discuss the timetable for the document being “cleared” for 
“distribution”. The draft states that it refers to the “current state of Uie science" 
and does not contain "any statements of policy or positions of NOA.A”. 


Jim Giles, "Is US hurricane report being quashed"" Nature (September 26. 2006) Incidentally, 
responding to an email by Jennifer Sprague inquiring as to his panicipation in a near final version of the 
fact sheet. Dr Landsea expresses that he was involved reluctantly tecause he preferred not to "try to 
summarize what is going on in the field." Ovela NOAA Aug 9 pt 2 FOIA response pg. S3 

An "Issue Assessment" in our records si^ests the final draft may have been ready and awaiting 
approval as early as April 28, 2006. GAP August 9, 2006. part 3 NOAA FOJA response pg. 81 3-. See also 
Email From: Webster, To: Rayder; Date: June 1, 2006 GAP NOAA .August 9. 2006. pan I NOAA FOIA 
response pg. 367. 
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The fad shed was finally posted days after Giles' article was published. There 
appeared to be no major changes between it and an earlier April 13 draft obtained in our 
investigations.^^^ Neither draft cites CCSP or IPCC products. Moreover, as recently as 
August 8. 2006, NOAA issued a press release stating: 

According to Gerr\' Bell. Ph.D., NOAA’s lead seasonal hurricane forecaster, the 
major climate factors expected to infiuence tliis year's adivity are the ongoing 
multi'decadal signal, which produces wind and atmospheric pressure patterns 
favorable for hurricane formation, along with ongoing wamier-lhan- normal sea 
surface temperatures. NOAA attributes these same factors to the current active 
•Atlantic hurricane era that began in 1995. 


Compare hnp://hunicanes noaagov/pdfyhurTicanes-and’cUmate<change-09-2006.p<lf (l^t visited on 
Niarch 23, 2007) with NOAA Fact Sheet (April 13, 2006) }>fOAA August 9. 2006. NOAA FOIA re^onse pg. 
638-40. In an October 4. 2006. letter. House Science C<Mnmittcc ranking member Gordon wrote 
Lautcnbachcr; "It is hard to know how to come to any meaningful conclusion except that the Department of 
Commerce sal on this report in its review process NOAA reviews had been completed by early May. only 
Commerce's review sto^ between this consensus report and the public Your personal approval of its 
contents was apparently insufficient to see the report released.** Available at 
http://sciencedems.housegov/Media/File/AdminLetters/noaa_hurncane-faq_letter_04oct06.pdf (last visited 
on March 23. 2007), Noting “the inconsistencies between your story as portrayed in Nature and the story 
implicit in your staffer’s e-mail and Leetmaa's contention." Gordon requests that Lautenbacher provide 
detailed information about the develoiMneni of the FAQ by October 13. ‘ Fundamentally, I am baffled at 
the proliferation of non-scientists in public affairs offices — many of whom are political appointees with no 
scientific qualifications, but perfect partisan credentials — continuing to insert themselves into shaping what 
the public can hear from our federal scientists." 

Available at http;//www publicaffairsnoaagov/rcleases2006/aug06/noaa06-068.html (last visited on 
March 23. 2007). 
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Tiif. Chain of Comnun-d 

CongrcMKHul coirenpoiMlcnccft. compUinIs rroni scientiMK and lah dircclois. and 
internal emuhi that for%vanl damaging media tepods to agciK-y leadership demunstrale - 
though often discounted to be solely a problem of perception or poorly-implemented 
policy - that ofl'iciab up to the highest lewis ore aware of problems in their agency.*’’ 
At NOAA this includes Administrator I jutenbacher. Chief of Staff Scon Rayder. former 
Depidy Administfatur Malioncy. Deputy I’ndcfsecielary Min J. Kelly Jt.. 0.\R .Assistant 
.Administrator Dr. Rick Spinrad. Director of the Climate Program Office Chester 
Kublinsky. Director of NO.A/A’s .Aeronomy LalKHatory Dr Daniel Albritton, policy 
advisors Jennifer Sprague and Tribble, as well os OPCI.A staff Jordon St. Julin and Scott 
Smullen. and communications officer Randee F.xler. 

.Although we contacted these individuals for comment, most of them never 
responded One exception was Spinrad. who noted:”* 

/\s for the issue of scientific integrity and free speech. I am firmly convinced that 
our organization stands by and adheres to the strongest principles of open and free 
exchange of scientific researcli results. 

Ufien asked ahmit the OHiiplaiiiLs from scientists, Sr. Spinrad .willed 

I am well aware of these concerns and am working with our lah directors and 
scientists to try to address these eoncems. I believe much of the problem in 
perception stems from not having well-understood and easily applied processes 
for w orking w ilh the media. 

The FOl.A record shows that senior munagerTK-nt largely dismissed reports of 
interference. Richard Him. General Counsel for the National Weather Service's 
Emplovees* (.trgani/ation. concurs: 

Oir iiniiHi has been keeping a keen eye on this is-stie in NO.AA. where we 
represent five dilferem bargaining units of employees, including NOAA's 
hurriciuie research .scientists Frankly . Ilioiigli it may come ns a surprise to those 
who do not Uust the Bush administration generally (myself very much included • I 
am u pmtisiai active DeiiiiKral imil serve im tlie Kerry campaign). NO.A.A's 


Stt. t.g., bmail Kion StfUty IXawld. To ttcult Kydn. Coiaail lauleiduchn, James Mahoney, Katly. 
St John. Fuqua. Godtrey. Bmiett, Mtrtoi. Tribble. Date February 10. M06 GAP .\/ay M. :006 KOAA 
FOIA ntfonupg. ii-}7 (circufating the Wiulmgloti Pon article). Eonail From Erie Webiter. To: Jennifer 
Sprague. AJwha TrMile, KntieriJ Spinrad. Dele Kfrach 27, mn6. Sutifecl JAnvaienoe Juunai) article on 
hiancann and global warming 'hiOAA hiding truth ,.*Gd/‘.tfiraJA 2006 NOAA FOIA nsponupf. S3- 
(cucubliiy the Hein Lied article. VVebslet wi dev "tins u nut good") See oZui Hinaal Ftixn JordenSl 
John, To James Mahoney. Dale Morcli 27, 2006, Subject humcanes and cliraeie change informeiion 
dory m Sundry Rlkxlc Island Journal GdP/tagiurR 2006 pint 3 NOAA FOIA tttponupg. 7/d-/P. Email 
Fmen May (ilKlini. To Canrad Ijmenhacher, Dele Fehcuiry 17, 2006, Subject Hianamei and ('bmale 
Change Commwucation £ other issues CAP Aupat 9. 2006 pan 3 NOAA FOIA nsponst pg. 667, 

KicJeeid Spinrad. cienmiinjcabun wilh Maaauueni (Oclubof 1 1, 2000) reivrcJ cat fiU nith GAP, 
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Icacknhip hu not interfered with or "muzzled' iu employees in any way on this 
issue. While N'O.A.A has is.sucd advice to its employees that it should worV 
through NO.-V.'V‘s OITivc of Public /MTnin w hen speaking fotmnlly on behalf of 
the ageney which is cenainly the agenev's legal prerogative, it has also assured 
employees, in writing, that they are free In speak to the press and to Congress 
without limitation when e.vpressmg their own views (as opposed to formal agency 
views) or when expressing the views of the union. 

Admittediv. scientists may be part ol' problem.'” Dr. Robert Atlas, head oi' .AOMU 
contends ' * 

I think pan of the problem is that many scientists were unaware of N'OAA's 
policy on ptihlicrilioiis and media interviews. In addition, some individuals miglit 
think that any review by management is an attempt to stille their work or 
conclusions. My experience in NO.AA is completely to the contrary, w ith review 
by NU.-VA only serving to ensure that the conclusions arc based upon solid 
science. On the speciHc issue of whether the increase in hurricane activity that 
was observed in 200-1 and 2005 is due to natural fluclualions or anthropogenic 
global warming, most of the scientists involved believe very strongly (almost 
religiously) in their conclusions. In some instances they may be unwilling to 
acknowledge tlie limitations of their studies, and that may be vvliete llie 
perceptions come from. 

In addition, media editorials often fail to capture the nuance and context of a 
partieular story. Insofar as misperceptions do exist, members of the media and public 
interest community have been guihy of perpetuating and aggravating them; generalizing, 
and exaggerating a few isolated incidents and tlie testimony uf a few indiv idtial scientists 
to create the impression that there is a conspiracy of “censorship.*' It is the hope of this 
letHNl to shaqwn legitimate criticism and target it to wliere it is due 

To be sure, it is evident from the actual experiences of scientists, die FOI.A 
record, oilier inside soiaces. and facluul news reports that a rough pallcni uf inapprupriate 
interference with the communication of science does exist, and may ultimately politicize 
the work envirornnenl so as to influence scientific research h-self In ciailrasl In 
headquarters and executive leadership, mid- and low-level and regional administrative 
support for "sensitive'' research results and sympathy for the scientists' concerns seenu to 
nin high.”^ At the beginning uf the Bush udininislmlion. a NO.-V-V staffer wrote to Jana 


^ ttlen Talitt. Ocneml ('cnanel Tor NOAA AdrosmUflliv's nttioe, helieres managenvent phllosopliy' |«iLs 
science and muupaKncy fast ‘I was never involved ti a smauon where we change die facts (rather] 
people perpctuile a minor.... ScicnSiats are a oiyepK bunch [They are) impatient and don't mkritand 
there in n prooeet nr legal roi|imeinenLs ** Interview widl Ntivtviiinaii (hily 19, 311(16) ruenrd an JHt nltk 

GAP. 

Robcit Allas, communKation with Maassarani (October IZ 2006) neordonfiU Midi GAP, 

^ .Xee Hmwl hrain htrai (hddmim. To IVeMiy gay, Ihae haainiy IX. 3001, Xubjecl New Scietilea An tU 
wind G.4P .Auguit 9. yiOt. part 5 WAA FOIA rttponat pg U. Email From Goldman. To: David 
Ooodneh. Skpbanic Ilaeroigloa Dale: October X. 2002. Subject CNN’ coen - Climate change costa $150 
bin a year rrjvvt thx X, 30IC (14P .tiovior 9, 2006, part 3 M)A4 MMA ntxpame pg. / JO (farwardmg 
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Ooldnuui at the OAK PAU occompaming a Jonuan' 20. 2001. \*w Scientist article. 
“Jana: this has some good info in h concerning Bush's cabinet choices and their 
skepticism against mir Cili>hal Watining priigrams Years later. Mrs. Cmldnuui sent a 
casual email to a colleague torssarduig the .April 10. 2005. Raw Star}' article, "this ma>' 
give sou a bit of insight on what's going on. Than.x |sic| for >'our indulgence and 
iinderstaiiding "**' 

Our investigation suggests that incidents of interference and restrictive policies 
largely originate in the Council on Fsivironmenlal Ouality. OfTice of Maiiagetnent and 
UudgeL OtBce of Science and Technology Policy. Department of Commerce, various 
headquarters omees. and politically*appointed agency stall'. Documents recently 
obtained by the House Oversight and Ciovcmment Committee also suggest some 
collaboration with the OII’k-c of the Vice President.*** In an .April 23. 2003. memo, 
former CEQ Chief of Stalf Philip Cooney discussed the controversial Soon-Daliunas 
study refuting climate diange with Kevin O'Dnrmvan. an aide to Dick Cheney. 
Accordmg to the committee chairman. Cooney wrote, "we plan to begin relerring to this 
study on administration communications on climate change... It represents an opening to 
potentially reinvigivrate debate on the actual climate history of tlie (ust llmiisand 
yean."*** At the some tinae. the admimstration has not always consulted rts own high- 
level federal scientists on controversial scientific issues.*** 


sractr on climate change). Email Frem: Siouffer. To: Delwonh. Dixon. Dale July 6. 2004. Sut))eet Noia 
media policy Urnr|pr<ic« fKMA FOIA rstpmu pg. 4<M2. Thomas Dciworth. sitcrricw with Maassanm 
(Apnl n. 2(X)6). I^oil Krcm (kildman. To Slnren<^wwn. Kehnjmy I, 2001. Subject (IKI. pufwr 
CAP Augmf 9. ^006, part S M^AA FOtA retponM pg. 23 (pr<» ofTiccr supportive of press rclesse) 

^ EfiuU Ffon Aim TbooiMon. To; Jana Ooliin»ne Date; October 5. 2005. Subjoct Wckccne to my workl 
OAP August 9. 2006. pari 3 MJAA PVtA napunw pg 369. 

"'Ibid 

*** On June 13. 2006, Sen. LKhcnnin (DCN), chair of the SenMe Homeland Security and Covemnenlal 
AHeirs Cuoimittec. sent • leUtt U> Maibwgei slating thut ~lhe UMiuirenur uf Ktose foui 

ibffrreni gnvmnficru sgimcm mvs pnvubility ihit wgam v n^dmg wientific opfntvw, 

partKvIarly ts reganb climau change, might be iravebng from a cernral source of authority to muJuple 
Executive Brani;h tiepanmenU’* snJ urging Maeburger U> "imeatigaU that ptiaaibtlily and ic|>ort )‘Our 
findings to me * .Avaitt^U at http /'Ksgac snwte gnv ' filesiTlinn KilCkONini ^Sbirhurgcr piM (ImI vrated 
Kterch 25. 2007) Nfarburger. a scienbit and bfelong Democm. responded that iheK ineidenu resulted 
firocn "lower level aufdo^'ees not effectively antculating the admmistraiMn'a position on cnauen of 
acienliliG c^wnnoR.* and (hnl "high-level*’ policy ull'icnlft woe aaioemed hy ihea actums ladter diited 
Nnvfmhrr 16. 21106 I.tehmnan also wrote In I Jiulenhachrr Mking hon to develop a "iklailnl policy 
ouiloung mechamsmt for puNic dttsaninaiion of iciermflc findings ai NOAA " He ftirfher re<|uesied than 
Lautenbaeher ’’deteniiine whether NOAA ofTicaUs have been operating according to any unoflkial 
guidance on managing ^ public dtaaeinination of findings reached by the agency's climate scientists and 
aweiliiin Ihe evigm of Ihul guidunce If evidence of mty lujch guMlvioe es mS dncovcirdL mvest^pile iind 
determine why the conduct reforenced m the first p ar ajpap h of this letter nevertheless ^)pean to have 
ocewred.** 

** l.,iiuien Motellu, "Hume pmbe bans tu rule uf Owncy's ufTica." hjtvtnmirunt anj hmfgy l)atfy (Murdi 
20.2007) 

^ According to the IIiuAii^Am AfcMt/ib'. the his uidisled Dr Bietbaum. a Oudun adniimaliatjun 
appointor who served tnlo Ihe fra year rd* Budi’s term at OSTP SidsolM Thompson. "Science friction 
growing - and dangerous - divt^ between sdemms and the GOf^Repiiblican Party. George W DuA 
and sctcnlinc policy " H'lubir^/cer .Uonihfy <Jul> 'August 2003X The artick abo notes that it took 
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F.xecutiw o(Tice Kupcrvkon, polhical appoinleex. and xtalT hired for llieir partv 
loyally may have an ideulogk-al bath for downplaying ‘Neiuhivc'' tcteniv. Contidcr Ihe 
following individuali that have been identified earlier in thta report 

According to Raw Story, Jim i'cet "had tupporicd Karen Hughes' defense of then 
Governor George W. Duah't National Guard record" before he look up a position as a 
regional N'0/V/\ PAO director and te-interpreted the 2004 media policy to require blanket 
pre>approval.'** Before being appointed preu olVieer at NASA headquarters, where he 
rejeeted Hansen's media requests, the 24>year old George Deutsch worked for Ihe 
Bush Cheney rceleclion campaign. ** Sirraliuiy. IXX' press olliccr Chuck Kuqua used to 
be die Director of Media Operations for the 2004 Republican National Convention. 
Michael Calan/aro, who is ciorently an aide to EPA Deputy Marcus Peacock and lias 
been accused of copying up to industry,'** served earlier as deputy environmental policy 
director for the Bush-Cheney rceleclion team.”" In between these positions. Calan/aro 
sened at CEQ. where he held close tics with CEk**' and os a communications director 
for Inbofe't Senate Entironmeni and Public Works Committee.’" Political appointees 
of all stripes, including James Mahoney, Christie Wliilman, John Marhurger, and Jordan 
St. John, have likely encountered a conllKt between the mtegrtty of the science they 
represent and their political afliliatJons. 


seven months to ehoose a White Home science adviser for die OiTwe of Science and Tedaiology 
Policy Once Bush had appointed a head ofOSTP. he demoted the rank of Ihe position, moved the 
office out of the Wluu Houk. uid cut die nunba of asiociaic diteeton &om four to two. . 
Moreover, KreJi qipoinlod lu one of Ihe two tetaeicwlc director posilMifw Kiehurd Kieiaetl, n Hill 
aide credentialed with only a bachelor's degree in bsology. and let han interview candidates for Ihe 
tobofdareclor 'll bothers me deeply (that he waa given dial ipot], becauoc I dont dunk Ihat he ia 
entirety ifunlifiwl,'* loyr Allen Hnimley, tleorge H W HiaiiVs rcioloe luhner, who worked for 
renvr of his lemae out of prone real estate ai the West Waig of ihc White House To my 
asloniahmeill. he ended up aHervicwaig some of the vety senior candidates and he did not do 
well The people he interviewed were nut anpresned'* 

’** Larua Alexandrosna. 'Comnieicc Depaitmenl tells Naliotial Weather Senrice media contacla must he 
OK anauvetl,'' The Haw Stury {tXaohre 4, 2U05) 

Andrew Revkui. “A Young Bush Appoimee Rewgns hit Pott at NASA." The S'ew Toth Tmei (Februarv 
».»06X 

Sh Urmoenwy in Acbon. the Republican National Convention 2004 enwlable al 
hup /Arvrw gwu eihs'- nctinn?0O4'‘annvwVcnnvnrg htm) (lort visited on Marah 2T, 2007) 

"• Frank O'DameU. "Don't Bet Your Lungs on Thts." Tompatne.com (August 24. 2<>06) Aeeotduig to 
O'DotmelL emaib in EPA't official fcgulototy docket reveal a miiuiig aasociation lobhyisl sending 
('enmmro "legal hnefa," "revpomei lo ysiur quotmtsi,* and "a tollnw.rgi to yenlesikry's convenotion " 

Darren Saanuelsohn. "Ltebcnnan aide to lead Duke cnviio uuntute.* (JnMitHirv (Fcbniary 23. 2005) 
Before this, he was a cohannuS for The Notional ConMsvabve Weekly," wntmg such articles as 
"Kyotn, Iraq, tlkihnl Wnnnirtg, and Pohlicitl Hhokinnil," "No Olohnl Worming ('iswersarr," "tlreesi 
Alannisi Fanusy." and "Glacicn. 'Global Wannaig.' and NY' Tines Hysteria" Sec 
http “aww humanescfitKinlaiccciivseatchphp?authoc nasne-MKhaebCataiuaio 0*0 visited on March 
2T. 2007) 

See Email From Mario Lews. To: Midiael Cimiuans; Date May 27. 2005; Subycct ElA monben 
oiuiliiMs al hop /yrww whitchouac gov 'ccqToia<cei'2_ex_l42 pdf (tail viaitcd on March 23. 2007). 

CX hllp.Vepw iterwIegos.'preiKilera clm'Yea1y-repftad‘2l3VlI9(liint veoled on March 23.2007) 
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In turn, long-tctm. protcasioiullv-mindcd cancer bureaucrats at all levels con be 
expected to act upon ideological signals in order to ‘11t in" and satislV their supervisors. 
.As one lab director stated:”’ 

/\n environment of “avoidance ofducussion of global warming issues" somehow 
does pervade the .Agency. Part of this probably does come down from DOC and 
above, part of it probably onginalcs in the fact that .-idmiml Lautenbochcr himself 
is not a 'fan" of global warming and research and modeling in geik.*ral. Mis sense 
of priorities ito doubt consciously or unconsciously affects the staff around him. 

.Ahhough as far as I krtow and can tell, there have been no administration N'0/V\ 
directives to say that the words "global warming" cannot be used, middle 
managers in instanocs that I know of have nttempted to suppress the use of these 
words in communications - my guess is that such Ibiks Ibr the most pan are 
Dverzealous and self directed: however, this also shows Lack of policy guidance 
on this mutter by NO/VjV 

Nonetheless, our investigation has uncovered numerous instances where mid- and 
low-level officials ore directly ordered to carry out actions that interfere with the 
communication of "sensitive" sctcncc. 'fhese imemal directives largely avoid oHicial 
channels and follow an opaque chain of command such that personnel who are not 
directly involved often remain unaware of tlmii Consider the tesliniony of ,Vlr. X. a 
public alVairs otliccr whose name and agency have been withheld to protect his 
anonymity.”’ 

.Mr. X hud assunKHl a position at lire agerwy P.AO that his predecessor hod 
"begged to be reassigned" Irom. He describes a role that was extremely pfcssurc-lillcd, 
often finding himself forced to do things he would nihenvise be unwilling to carry out. 
When the movie the “Day /Vfter Tomorrow" coitk out and heightened tlie debate im 
climate change. “We had scientists at that time who were speaking to the press of their 
views from a seienliric standpoint and my boss told me you are not to suhslanliatc Uiis; 
make it liruk like the scientists ore out there on a limb, the agency is not backing tlann 
up." On another occasion, he was told, “'f ou moke him be quiet... get that guy to slop 
speaking to the public.... It's your job... I cannol believe you camot control that 
persim In cases like this. Mr. X was warned to be enreful that nothing was in writing 
Rather "I was usually summoned to XX.\'s olViec. usually with XXX |baSh lop oiricialsj 
there and the door closed." 

At limes. Mr. X sat in on phone calls from his superior's olViee to the White 
Mouse, including the Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP), where he would 
need to explain "the situation " .According to Mr. X. inlerfercnce was effectively top- 
down with the political appoimees giving orders that career employees would follovv m 


AnonvoKSB hb dnrelor. eoaioiiinieioore with Nhanarsm (Oetober 19. SUM) nreonf on tnih GAP. 
’** Qf Andrew Revkoi. imerriew wah Maasuroni (hoK I. 300$). Andrew Revlda "VASA Chief Dacks 
Away ttpaanuc* Tht Nn- fart Tunn (Febiuaf) A 2UI6) 

/Vn^TOoua rmihlic utToirv otTicer. aiterview with Maiswwii (May Kk 3nO$) mym/ on fiU with GAP. 
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order to keep their join. He found hinuelf in a particularly tough poaition atnee he wan 
the piaoUl perann between the political appointecK directly above him and the acientiMa 
with whom he inicnicted ie> well os all the mid-level P.AO employees thitf he managed. 

\fr. X had to infiMm hiv superiors of any intersiew rei|uests from major news 
outlets (c.g. USA Today, New York Times) conccratng cInniUe change, they would 
require minute details about whom and what the inteniew imolved, and then get into 
whether or not the interviewee was a “loose cannon" or someone who would “go along 
w hh the company line." If the foimcr, Mr. \ w as asked to convince reporters to talk with 
someone else, often by .saying “Oh, such and such is not giving to he available, hut I've 
got such and so." As regards interview momtonng, .Mr. X recalls that "we w ere supposed 
to tell them that we would do h to make sure of no misquotes." Although he admits there 
may be some tiiSh to this, it lins only loippened twice while lie was there 

\^lien it came to climate-related press releases mentioning “global warming." 
“worming." "melting." and “glaciers." .Mr. X's superiors added an extra step to tlie 
ordinary press release procedures. .Although his superiors only had ftnal review in the 
normal review and clearance process, Vtr. X was told to bring “sensitive" draft releases 
lint to them. Further. Mr. X was insuucted not to email the drafts, but rather to print 
them out and hand-deliver them to their odkes. \Vhen the superiors did not fancy certain 
preu releases. Mr X was supposed to tell tlie researchers tiuit siibniitted them that they 
were not news-worthy, that there were too many ptess releases on thit particular topic 
already , or “some oilier excuse." When bboratorv directors were aircadv aware of the 
drafts and it was too conspicuous lor them to he rejected m this way. Mr. X's superiors 
undermined them by having another press ofliccr mark them up so that they would 
require heavy reworking. Dy beingy sent back for editing often over muhiple iterations, 
press releases died of lack of timeliness. 

How similar are Mr. X's experiences to llmse in tlie other clinute-science 
agciK'ics'.’ .Across agencies and programs, the evidence presented m this report suggests 
that isolated and informal lines of communication tie White House olTicials and top 
political appointees to the deliberate interference with media, congressional. iukI public 
dissemination of climate science. In addition, consider our express FOI.A requests for 
any and .dl oiimniunications dealing with public alTairs oflicials The resulting 
documents disclosed constant commuracaiiois between scientists, medio, and press 
oflkers - and references to upper-level, departmental, and lAhite House review - but 
almost no actual cummunicatioRv between press officers and the entities frvnn whidi pre- 
approval was required with regard to media requests, press releases, congressional 
testimony, and other public appearaiKcs presentations.’^ Moreover, P.AO sources 
working outside of headquarters did not themselves know who and how pre-approv al w as 


™ Nule ItsO NC1AA wtlhhekl ■ numher of tlticunimis unJa exemplKin V(b) of die t-reedoin of infiinnalMei 
Act. whKh pcoiMU 'pK-dccBional. um ind imer tgnicy dehhtmive cetninimcauans' II is our 
mkntanding dial this coi'cts advice. iKommcndalxina. and opinioitt made in Ihe dectsion-iiuking 
reuoeim, bin mS ocliiul clearance decnweei diennelvev 
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actually attained.**’ Political sensitivities transmitted down an opaque chain of command 
fruni tlie highest ranks ulTeni on explanation for the vorxing conceptiusis of tlw prulilem 
among sciciitizts and administrative personnel at dill'crent lex'els of the agency. 


** tans CoMaun. uitcrview with Maaasarmi (Octoher 7 . 200 $) orcord on fiU yalh CAP, Anonj-mevs 
pidilic uffiursurTwial, mlen'iew with Mnaaonim rwmitmfiU wOhifAP, 
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NASA 


On Februan' 4, 2006, shortly following Hansen's allegation of “muzzling,” 
NAS.A .Administrator Michael D. Griffin issued the following agency-wide statement:’ 

I want to make siue tliat N.ASA employees hear directly from me on how I view 
the issue of scientific openness and the role of public affairs within the agency. 

First, N.AS.A has always been, is, and will continue to be committed to open 
scientific and technical inquiry and dialogue with the public. The basis for this 
principle is codified in the Space Act of 1958. which requires N.AS.A to “provide 
for the widest practicable and appropriate dissemination of information 
concerning its activities and the results thereof.” 

Second, the job of the Office of Public .AlTairs, at every level in NASA, is to 
convey the work done at N.AS.A to our stakeholders in an intelligible way. It is not 
the job of public affairs officers to alter, filter or adjust engineering or scientific 
material produced by NAS.A’s technical staff. To ensure timely release of 
information, there must be cooperation and coordination between our scientific 
and engineering community' and our public affairs officers. 

Third, we have identified a number of areas in which clarification and 
improvements to the standard operating procedures of the Office of Public .-Affairs 
can and will be made. 'ITie revised policy, when complete, will be disseminated 
tliroughout tlie agency. 

I want to encourage employees to discuss this issue and bring their concerns to 
management so we can work together to ensure that NAS.A's policies and 
procedures appropriately support our commitment to openness. 

On March 30, 2006, .-Administrator Gritfin issued a new “policy on the release of 
information to the news and information media,” crafied by a working group comprising 
representatives from science, engineering, law, public affairs and management.’” House 
Science Committee Chair Sherwood Boehlert lauded the policy as “a model for the entire 
federal government.”'"’'’ OSTP head John Marburger has since urged all federal agencies 
and departments to adopt similar media contact policies.’"" Tlte policy supports 


Available at htlp://www.nasagov.'audience'fomiedia featurescommunicationjx>licy.htni] (last visited 
on March 23, 2007) 

Ibid More than 140 NASA scientists, engineers and other civil servants signed a statement applauding 
Griffin's revision of the media policy Andrew Revkin. "Call for Openness at NASA Adds to Sports of 
Pressure,” The New York Times (February 16, 2006). “His subsequent actions have reinforced his words," 
the statement said. 

See htlp;//www.housc.gov/science/pressil09/109-218.htm (last visited in February 2007). 

*' See Letter From: Bart Gordon, Brad Miller, To: Stephan L Johnson (EPA Administrator); Date: March 
15,2007. 
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principles of openness and establishes a eommitment to disseminate imponani research 
finding in a timely and transparent manner. Il elarines the relevant procedures, provides 
fur an c.vpiicil “perionul views exception.'* prohibits public afTairs from editing scientific 
content anticipates the development oT approval criteria, and establishes a dispute 
rcsivliitiivn niechaiiiMii “to ensure that all parties have a route of appeal in eninmuiiic.ating 
scientific and technical ini'omuition.'’ 

The policy falls markedly short in some respects The policy continuo to re(|uire 
pre>approval by NASA beadquarten public affairs and denies scientists' “final right of 
review" for all "press releases, metiia advisories, news features, and weh postings (with) 
the potential to generate signilicont media, or public inlctest or inquiry,"*®^ MoreovsT. 
the responsibility for iliis clearance, the timing of the clearance, the development of 
approval criteria, and the consideration and resolution of disputes lies with tlie polilicnlly- 
appomted assistant administrator of public alVain. As discussed in tlie legal section 
below, GAP has found that this policy violates the First .Amendment. .Anti-Gag Statute, 
and Whistleblower Protection .Act (WPA)l^* 

Nonetlieless, for GISS scientist Shindell, it was unportant that .Administrator 
Uritfm spoke out about openness and emphasued that his scicniixts should not be 
prevented from talking to the press.*®* Shindell subsequently noted positive changes in 
his work enviftmincnt "t've liiid iiiucli better expeiienccs recently, and tlie press corps at 
GSFC is no longer reluctant to use phrases like 'climate change’ or 'global warming,’ 
which they were before as they had the feeling that that would 'doom' a release.’’ This 
sentiment has been echoed by a number of sctcntisls both inside and outside of NASA.*®' 
Hovvevvr, GISS seientisi Shindell questioned whether the new policy will, in practice, be 
fundamental I V diflerenl:'®’* 

We go through the same procedures basically, with in fact another layer of 
"scientific iqtproval' wliere scientists IihA over the material first liefore |iublic 
atVans. These arc good people and seem to do a good job. but it's yusl yd another 
layer of bureaucracy. .As far as I kitovv, the political appointees are also still there, 
but lying low for the present, 

Accivding to a N.ASA F.AQ. GrilTin'a working group is currently overseeing the 
development of new procedures nnpicmcntmg the poliev that will be available in the 
•nearftnurc.-®’ 


^ The (hrective excluiSn wientilic mni ledvinl repevtn, wd) pnnlif^ den^netl fnr technical f« wintfihc 
mterdun^. tnd tcchructl tnfomttton prcienicd « prcfcssiomi or tn professional jouimU 

** Sec LigatMtafysu section bdow 

Drew Shifttklt. otenmvniaittans with Mweuavimi (Miy 2S. ?n06) recant an file H’sth (lAK 
^ Anonymous NOAA dvector, ntenriew with Slaassannt Dune I. 2006) rtcond on fiU myaN CAF, 
AfK)ni)'motB scienutt imen iew with Jennifer Freeman (June 27. 2006) rec^iionfil* wait G.4P. 

Drew Shnuiell, oteruminianium weii MiBi«anini (K%iy 2$. 2006) munf on file wtth (lAF. 

^ NASA rUMic Aflaffs Policy FAQ « Pft 5 ffwn&sft/e or 

hitp Avww’.riatagcvtaudtaice/forrnedtaTeatuiea'coaimunicatMnjwbcy htnal (laa varied on Niuch 24. 
2tHJ7) 
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NOAA 


Al about the same time that AdmfaiKtnttur (jrilTm Mated NASA's eummitment to 
(ciemifli: openness. NOAA Administrator I.autenbacher sent an agenevAvide 
ainHMiiieenient entitled "eneoiuageinenl of scientific debate and train-parency", 

tlicre have been seseral print and internet articles recently that have tried to make 
a case that NOAA scientists are being muccled. For example, a feu recent tiKdia 
reports have (incorrectly) asserted that some NOAA scientists have been 
disciairaged from commenting on the ipiestion of uhelher human caused global 
u arming may be inllucncing the number or mtensity orhurnconcs. Let me slate in 
the most direct terms that I am a strong believer in open, peer reviewed science as 
well i» the right and diay of scientists to seek the tnilh and to pmvide the best 
scienlilic advice possible. When I answer questions on .NOAA missions, my 
answers are formed on the basis of the scienlinc papers that I have personally 
read, or have been informed by you in the course of NUA.A business. 

Peer reviewed science speaks for itself and doesn't need me or anyone else to 
interpret or modify the results. For those of yon who know' me personally, you 
realize llial I encourage and actisely pursue vigorous debate on all topics. 
IKirticulaily including science related to NOAA's mission Tlie pui|UKe is to gel 
as close to the truth and the facts as possible. I expect my management team to 
adllere to this policy of scientific openness as w ell. 

Our media standards also rcllcet an open policy. We encourage our public alfairs 
staff to keep abreast of media interests. I encourage our scientists to speak freely 
and openly. L>o/cmi of you every day ore talking to the media and providing the 
results of peer reviewed science across a wide variety of NOAA topics. We ask 
imly ihiU you .s|iecify wlien you are communicating |>eisonal views and when yiw 
are characterizing your work as port of your specific contnbulion to NOAA’s 
mission. .Also. I ask that you respect and seek to understand, each ollier's work 
within NO/VrV Wc have many disciplines and centers of e.xuellenee within 
NOAA. all contributing substantially to the body of earth science knowledge. Ik 
tolerant of each other as w ould your colleagues around the iiathui and the world 
"One NOAA" should apply lo our woik os scicnlists as well as our monngs'menl 
structure! 

I'nitke with NASA, the .Administrator took no action lo address seiemisls’ 
concerns and review NO.AA's 2004 media policy, which contradicted his own 
statement's provision of a "personal views c.xeeplion."'** Despite this new source of 
eonlUsion. damaging media coverage, congressional pressure, and imcmal eomplaims. 
NOA.A seemed to register no reservations aK>ul iLs guiding policy. On April 19, 2006, in 
response to a H’asiimglon i’ost article cntieizmg the agency for mu/zlmg its scicntisls. 
.Administrator l.aulenbaeher published an editorial that held steadfastly to the defense 
that no political a|ipoinle«s had inflnenced research on climate cirange and 1hal the Rush 


‘‘Mewage tram the I 'mlerseaemr)-" (October 5. 2tltl6) 
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admin ixtraiion has supponcd scicntuu in the I'orm of signitkam budget increases.'^ In 
a March 31. 2006, email, Erie Webster, OI,A director, responded to on inquir>‘ about 
revisiting NO/VA's pvliev in light olN.^SA'i refunn b\' tbe Demucnitic Senior Counsel 
to tbe Senate Commerce, Science, and Transportation Committee:"" 

Ibonks for the email. As you know, NUAA alrcads- has a media policy uhicb b 
open but requires folks to tell tbe Public .Affairs oflice before an interview.... I 
have forwarded your message to Rick Spiivud. Jack Kelly and otbers letting llicm 
know of your interest and concent. I will Ibllow up on any decisions. I know that 
Rick has done some internal examinations hia do not know tbe [sic] If there will 
be any changes based on the results. .Again. I believe folks were okay with the 
media policy in iu current form. 

Webster’s ivxponse stemmed from the understanding reached at a Senior 
Management Meeting summarir.ed in a February 17, 2006. communication written by 
Mary Ulackin. .Assistant .Administrator for NUAA's OlTice of Program Plonnmg and 
Integration, to Dr Lautenbacher. the agency, and lab leadership. 


•Adnural - 

I wiinted to bring you iqi to date with Mime of tlie aetiiais underway 
regarding communication of information on climate change and hurricanes and 
as.sociatcd is.sues. Several of the individuals copied on this email met with Dr. 
.Mahoney this altcmoon and confirmed (that) NOAA has a good policy. 

However, we could do more to explain the policy and the implementation 
procedures associated with h. Rick Spinrad will take the lead working with P.A to 
develop material in this regard. 

That same day, Senalm Rarhata MikuKki (D-MD) leipiested a O.AO Investlgatiiei 
of the policies and practices of key federal science agencies to ensure openness in 
communication of federallv-supported science results.'"' Hy .April 10, 2006 - upon the 
House ScieiK'C Committee's request - NOi'W had established plans to review its media 
policy.'"^ In an email to Nat Wienecke, .-kssistam Secretary for DOC Legislative and 
Iiitergovemmeiikil .Affairs, F.ric Webster at NO.A.A Office of largislative .Affairs, 
cxplatncd: "'this is the plan for NOA.A's review of the Media Policy - • it will go to the 
Department |of CommerccI right after NOA/V NEPNEC proeesa is eomplete". The 
email induiles a target date fur hcgiraiiiig employee trainings for the new policy on Jime 


^ ('raimd l.aiaenliiicher. ~VVe're Ktndnqi rtimole Xc»m, Net Murrinig It,” ffashtHglan PasT (/\pnl 19. 
M06) 

Einail From. Erie WctMler. To. Margucl Spring. Dale March 31, 2006. Subject NASA pabey on 
Keteaw ol PtihlK Iniisnulian (Uf .Uay M 3006, MJAA FTilA rr.tpaur 9X-9V. 

Letter to Ccmptrolkr Cencnl ownMJr or hnp.'.'milaifaki senate ge>r.'Tecerdcfin''id-25l7l (last vinied 
on Starch 23, 2007) Thia im eUtgation is still underway. 

KfiMil Knen itrmn (him. To Ronald SttNilter. Hale Apnl 10. 2006, Sutiyecl Keviuian la NOAA's 
media Policy GAP .Augiat 9, 3006 pan S NOAA FOIA ntpotat pg. 233 . 30 . ^ail From Garret Grtres. 
To. EtK Webster. Date April 12. 2006. Subject Cluaate change hearing and detailce GAP July il. 2006 
NOAA FOtA rtxparugpx. 6 /t- 60 . 



195 


KEPAC^ING THE SCIESCE OF CLIMATE CHANGE ^ 

1, 2006.'"’ Prepared responses to congressional Q&.As dated .April 27, 2006. stated that 
“NOAA is working with the Department of Commerce to evaluate our media policy to 
make sure that is (sic| appropriate for NOAA.”'"'' Department of Commerce had long 
been aware of problems with the media policy. .As early as July 2005, the FOI.A record 
show's that .Ahsha Tribble had relayed headquarter P.AO concerns up “the chain to DOC 
level to get their firepower in brokering more autonomy to make decisions... particularly 
addressing the problem of media. . 

It is now 2007 and what has happened to the policy revisioas? .According to 
inside sources, NOAA opposes a DOC-proposed “one-size-fits-all” media policy 
“because [it was) not well tailored to NOAiCs needs."'"* Questioned under oath at a 
Januarv’ 30, 2007, hearing on climate science integrity before the Senate Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation Committee. NOA.A Deputy .Assistant Secretary of 
Commerce for International .Affairs and acting CCSP Director Dr. William Brennan 
.stated that a new NOAA media policy would be announced within a couple of weeks."’ 
As of the date of publicatioa no new policy has been released, leaving the 2004 media 
policy issued by NOA.A Administrator Lautenbacher in place as the agency's formal 
position."® 

•Another significant delay facing NOA.A and the CCSP is the appointment of a 
new .Assistant Secretars' of Commerce for Oceans and .Atmosphere and NOA.A Deputy 
.Administrator - a single post that has been left vacant since the departure of Dr. Mahoney 
at the end of March 2006. In late 2006, the President nominated Jane C. Lu.vton, a 
corporate lawyer with no graduate science education who represents U.S. imd foreign 
industry clients on national and international environmental regulatory' matters for the 


Email From: Webster, To: Wienecke, Date: April 12, 2006; Subject NOAA Media Policy GAP May 30. 
2006, NOAA FOIA response pg. US, Email From: Webster, To: Wienecke, Date April 13. 2006; Subject: 
NOAA Media Policy G.iP July 31, 2006, NOAA FOIA response pg. 63-65. The NOAA Executive Council 
is the agency's highest level executive management body, chaired by Lautenbacher and consists of the 13 
principals and 7 supporting members See Email From: Lautenbacher, Date March 6. 2003, Subject: 
Message from the Under Secretary - Introducing NOAA's Executive CouiKil Greenpeace select hurricane 
NOAA FOIA pg. 2 1-22. 

Question #15. NOAA's Media Policy, response prepared for the Senate Commerce Disaster Prediction 
and Prevention Subcommittee Hearing on Drought and NIDIS GAP August 0, 2006, part 3 NOAA FOIA 
response pg. SOI. 

Email From :Goldman. To: Laborde; Date July 5. 2005; Subject fodder Thacker complete NOAA FOIA 
response pg. 43-45. 

Anonymous NOAA officer (May 6. 2006) record on file wth GAP; Jana Notes 

In a letter to NOAA management, delivered March S. 2007. GAP offered its assistance in developing a 
more effective, coherent, and trust-enhancing media policy. 

.Available at httpV/whistleblowerorg/doc/0I00_00Lpdf (last visited on March 24. 2007) GAP has 
received no response 

GAP is not aware of media policy reforms at any other federal science agencies In the wake of the 
recently publicized USFWS memoranda barrirtg scientists from freely discussing “climate change, polar 
bears, and ice,” House Committee on Science and Technology Chauman Bart Gordon (D-TN) and 
Investigations and Oversight Committee Chairman Brad Miller sent letters to the Secretary' of Interior and 
administrators of 1 1 other federal agencies mquiring about their science media policies See press release 
(March 15, 2005) tn’atlable at http://sciencedems house gov /pressT>RArticle.aspx?NewsID*l 730 (last 
visited March 24, 2007). 
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ponitkm formcrK held b\' Mihoney/'’ The Senate Commerce. Science and 
Tnin%po(1ation Committee hiid planned to consider her nominalinn on December 5. 2006. 
However, several members ol'thc committee intervened in response to concerns about tiK 
apiHotifiateiiess of her iMiiniiuition CTiuirman Ted Stevens (R-.\K) Nulisequenlls 
removed LuMon's nomination from the agenda lor that Congress.'^ 

Improvements 

Despite evident shortcomings, there wits a sense among many scientists and 
public aflairs oflicials contacted in the summer and fall of 2006 that things have 
geiierallv inipioved. a fact that is often attributed to the recent pressure brought to bear by 
outspoken sciemists. the media. Congress, and watchdog organizations.*'' Consider the 
following stateinents from the I'CS survey 

Recently a RiLsh appointee to the position of Public Information Oflicer attempted 
to muzzle Jim Hartien. Director of UlSS. This PIO was sacked and the NASA 
.Administrator made H clear that such political meddling would not be tolerated. 
This was e.vcellent leadership at the top and set tlie tune fur (the) lower echelons 
(that) may not otherwise luve been this strong. Michael CrilTm is a great 
improvement over his recent piecedeiits (sic). 

.'Vs of March 2006 there was a marked change in NAS.'\. luid I have s|M>ken oirt 
freely on climate change, uiduding a N.-VS.A-approved press release. 1 believe 
scientists at other agencies (e.g N'O.-VA) still have restrictions. 

Mgjor damage has been inilictcd upon NOAA and NASA. Fortunately, the 
"scientists’* backlash forced a return to scientific integrity in NO.'\.'\ and N.'VS.-V. 

Nonetheless. MahIman is skeptical that: 

systematic and lasting improvements have been achieved in NO.A.A's handling 
imd support of climate research and or its communication to the public. I dutiT 
think that this statement would be easily endonted and accepted within NOA/V 
today, even though the NO;Vr\ research scientists that I talk to now agree tliul they 
have earned an encouragingly improved level of scicntilic freedom to convene 
w hh the press, and talk on tire phivne to whoever they w i.sh. Personally, t admit to 
still being somewhat wary ol'the questionable and partisan ethics ol'thc political 
appointees w ithin N'OA.A. 


*** See her biogjq4iy at 

http, ‘‘wvrw kilow com'paital'senrv.pr*s|iace-KSPuMKRedifccUbc«nln>l*KSF\iUicRcdirKUU}K>Id-M97 
(1^ vBitAl an 24. 2(XI7) 

^ Anonymoui source, ccintnumcaiion with ibek fhhz. 

The iuue hae rcnuvieil a hot topic On Docembet 1 1. 2006. UCS nnjxMDceii that fttatemait by Nobel 
Laircnlrs end nihte leading vsnuiws eallmg for the rmondion of scKTHifu: to fedenil |k>Iic>* 

mtkaig his new been signed by 10,600 scientists from ill $0 sutes* Pre» Relewe, '*10.600 ScKnCisu 
(Condemn IMiliciil Intctfetcnce m Science ** 
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Spotlighting the CC.SP 

Despite improvements in the flow of information at the agency level, there remain 
serious, albeit neglected, issues in the communication of science at CCSP, the umbrella 
body responsible for coordinating the multi-agency federal climate science research 
agenda. Formerly chaired by Mahoney, CCSP is governed by a committee of principals 
comprising 1 3 other senior agency olFicials and liaisons for the E.xecutive Office of Ute 
President, including OSTP, CEQ. and OMB. CCSP governance is further structured into 
several interagency working groups covering both scientific and operational subject 
matter. Pursuant to the CCSP Strategic Plan, the Communications interagenev' Working 
Group (CIWG) was established in FV2004 to “disseminate the results of CCSP activities 
credibly and effectively [and] make CCSP science findings and products easily available 
to a diverse set of audiences.”^^^ To this end. the Strategic Plan required the 
development of an implementation plan, which has since been adopted and approved to 
guide ClWG's activities through FY2006. Under the plan. CIWG was to produce a 
number of deliverables “on climate change science fundamentals such as “Frequently 
Asked Questions” and educational fact sheets, a series of information pieces about CCSP 
and its activities, fact sheets and other outreach materials and activities on quarterly 
featured topics that focus on cross-agency research efforts, and ancillary outreach 
material to accompany research products issued by CCSP working groups.’'*^ 

It is worth noting that since 2004, CCSP has cautiously produced and posted on 
its website only five fact sheets and two research summaries, all ranging from two to four 
pages in length. It issued eight press releases - three of which were administrative 
announcements - and held one workshop on November 14-16, 2005. Furthermore, with 
tire exception of three press releases. CCSP has not produced any new material as of 
January 2006.^^'' In light of earlier findings in our investigations, one ready explanation 
for these shortcomings is the process for approval and clearance of CCSP information. 
The CIWG Implementation Plan and Terms of Reference all require proposed 
communications and products to be approved by the working group, a 30-member 
committee that conspicuously includes two representatives of OMB, one from OSTP and 
one from CEQ, as well as NO.'AA policy and press officers Jennifer Sprague. Kent 
Laborde and Scott Smullen.''^* The proposal then goes to the CCSP principals, including 
tlieir repre.scntatives from OMB. OSTP, and CEQ.'*^* This two-level approval process 
involving numerous “schedule C" appointees must tlien be repeated for the finished 


hUpVAvww.usgcip.gov/usgcrp/ProgramElcmcnls^communications.hUn (last visited on March 23. 2007). 
Ibid See also Marburger's letter to Udall (April 19, 2005) record on file with GAP. 

To their credit, CCSP’s February 16, 2007. press release brought attention to CCSP’s "contribut[ion] to 
the IPCC's increased confidence attributing much of the temperature increase since the mid-20th century to 
human activities" “U.S. Climate Change Science Program Provides Key Contributions To IPCC Fourth 
Assessment," Press Release aiwlable at 

http /Avww clrniatescience gov/l.ibrary/pressreleases^pressreleasel6feb2007 htra (last visited on March 24, 
2007) 

Enclosure, Mahoney Letter to Inhofe (November 14, 2005) available at 

http /Avww whitehouse gov/ceq/foia/ccsp/ceq6 pdf (last visited on March 24, 2007) 

‘^Ibtd 
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pnxlucL in addition to Tinal clearance b\' the head of OSTP.*'^ Further restrictions at 
CeSP mclude routing of all media and public contacts to llic NO.'VA PAO or CEQ Cliair 
Connaughion/’'* 


^ Ancnjinoui source, mun'iew wHh Sbassamu (November 30i 2006). 
Miune cull by Mnaakaeiini to CX!SP WuahingUm, IXT office (hily 19, 2006) 
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Legal Analysis*” 

Mrdbi PoUdn himJ Ihr Kin4 AmrnilnKtii 

The findings of th< GAP invMligalion undcrecoK how crilical media policies jue 
lo the nhilily of employees in the federal elimnie seienoe agencies and programs to 
communicate sound information lo policymakers and the public. Currently, naedia 
policies often base the eflect of silencing these employees. This highliglils the pressing 
need lo articulate a ibeoty of the hirst .Amendment that provides prolcclton for the 
scicraillc speech of government employees. 

Tlie Su|>reme Court has revi>gni/ed that goveninkiiit employees lelaiii First 
.Amendment protections for certain speech both inside and outside the workplace,*’* 
white noting that the First .Amendment does not "constitutionalize the employee 
grievance "* Tliis is Msiieliines a difTK'iill balance lo sitike. Piililic employees are often 
m the best position to olfer candid and inl'ormed views of governmental activities and to 
expose flawed or corrupt programs. On the other hand, as employers, government 
agencies may need lo exercise some cunirul over tlicir employees for llie efticiciil 
provision of public services. 

Ihe Supreme Court arrived at a balance fur these competing aims in the landmark 
ease of I’ickertng v. Board of Bdacation.*'^ In deciding whether First .■Amendment 
protcelion attaches lo a govemmeni employee's speech, a court mu-sl first delemiine 
whether that speech addresses a matter of public conoera. Only speech that is of public 
eoneem is alfordcd First .AtiKudment protcvtion. The eoun must then inquire whether 
the employee's free speech interests, and those of Ihe public in hearing what Ihe 
employee has lo say, are outweighed by legitimate employment-related concerns, such as 
secrecy, privacy, eftlciency, or other genuine counten'ailing interesu.*” 

L'sing Ihe I'ickenng balanemg test lo assess the constilutianality of media 
policies, eouits have overturned, among others, regulations that prevented ofticers or 


WnUrn by lay th'rkRUin of the Nauanal CnalitKoi /Xgnavd r cns adiip with ccimnhutinvi frnm GAP 
Legil Director Tea Dcvsk, Legulsttvc Represenutive Adam Shies, and Maassanni 
St* Grrhon v Wenem Line Consobdoicd School Oistnct. 4i9 US 410 (I W) 

"‘Ccnuekv Mycn. 461 US. I3S(I«U) 

*"101 US Vi4(l<»6*) 

*” After Congress poned the 197* Civil Scn’ioe Refcnn Aet (CSRAX the Supienie Coun held in flu* v 
furar (462 U.S. 367 (l9t3X * 18000014 ) pctitionci's elaiois arise ova of an esipkiyinent rclouonthip that is 
guvcifieU by vumprcbemive pruoeduriiJ uiul sutmlonlnc pun tsiurw giving mnmi^iul romcdicv agmnes Uic 
Untied Stoles, a srculd be aappropnste for dm Coun 10 stiyplemenl dM irgulalofy seheme with s new 
noraioutoiy domoges remedy * Tim deciston limaed covered fcderol emptoyees' right to seek lemevhcs m 
lelalutioii Slid othei employusiit cases ciluig guvanmeia vulstiutis of thea Fast Aiucndmcig ughlo 
While fedm) emplny'een covered by the (tSRA do not lose Fm Amendment nghni m socepting 
employment with ihe govetisnem. they aie (creed 10 reh on the slaiuioiy remediet of the 19*9 
Whistlebkisvct Ihraleetton Act (WPA), which oiucnded the CSRA when challei^png gov emmeni relolisbon 
tor pnilecled speech 



200 


ICKa\€ TING TMt: !>C lt>€ K Or CIJMATK €TIA>Ct: im 

employees rrom rcceivmg iny hononmum in comteetion with speaking engagements.^** 
a rule that prohibiteil employees from leceising compensation Tor their speaking 
engagenteiiK**' a regulation requiring that an employee obtain jiennissiiai frism an 
ageney's media aiVam otViec prior to speaking to the media." and media all'aiis 
regulations that do not contain a definitixe timeline for the release of information.''*’ 

In Garctm v. CtbaUos. howes'cr. the Supreme Court elarifies that Picktrtng does 
not protect complaints nude bv public employees, in the course of their ofTicial duties. 
uIhiuI governiieia decisions '*^ Briefly. Richard Cefwllus was a deputy district attorney 
in the Loa Angeles County District Attorney’s omce."” ^Vller a defense attorney 
contacted Ceballos concerning the calidily of a search w arrant used to gain access to 
critical evidence in an upcoming criminal case, Ceballos concluded that the afl'idavit 
upon which the warrant had been based contained senous misrepresentations. 
Consequemly. Ceballos alerted hts supervisors to the discrepancies and prepared a memo 
detailing hts findings. A meeting was held lo delermiiic the validity of Ceballos' 
eonelusions and it was decided that those conclusions were unidunded and that the oHice 
would proceed with the contemplated prosecution. Subsequently. Ceballos claimed that 
he was reassigned from his pirsition in letalialiim for speaking oul about the derteicncies 
of the warrant and notiiying the defense. 

Tlie Oaroetli decision has tuiclear iiiiplicaliiais fiw federal scientists speaking lo 
the media or public, particularly if this is viewed as a pan of iheir job duties. Setenttric 
speech about climate change under Picktnng would arguably be treated as a significant 
matter of piililie cmicerm Yet. hi finding that CelialliK did not have a First .\iticndmeiil 
cause of action, the Supreme Court asoided the Pidctnng test ahogether. IIk Court 
never addressed whether Ceballos' speech was a matter of public concern; rather, it 
shilled the focus lo llie employee’s job descriptiim and granted prutesiiuns only if the 


L'mtcd Slates v KTEU, 513 U S. 454. 467 (1995) Of significaiK* in KTEU a that the court itruck 
down **11 whc4e«lr drtmmt Ui ■ hnwi a>lrgcw>’ of c - iqw cwn w hy a nunsive numhfr of polmliMl 
which gave me lo far more senous <onc«ms than a single supen'tsory deetsion suggested that 

rcttncUona found tn media policy rcguUtioitt would be scrulinixcd more stnctly thin an isolated 
Jnoiphnary auluvi would he 

aW HPA V VS F ^ XS (1^^) The HPA regulation wwi struck down hecauae the puqmted 

goventaneni tncereai the (VAentinn of unjuA ennohmefu of employoec wim found to predtide 
indtviduals from speakstg about matters of public concern 

*** See Ilannon v CHy of New York. 140 FJd 111 (1998) The Second Circuit reeled the city's 
nrgumenl thd IheMe rc^ukUMins hy the ('hild WelUue •dminntiBtNsi were nec eiw ey l<> protect ccmlidenlnil 
infonnaticn. finding rather thm tftey operated as an unccnstituQona] prior restrain cn ^eech ’'^\’hlle the 
govcnuneiU has ^>ecia] amhonty to prosenbe the speech of its employed^ vigiUncc is necessar)* to ensure 
that public empkj)’ef« do nut lae aiithurity tnrer eniplu)'ee& la silence ihscutne, nut becmoie a hampas 
r^lic funclicm but sanply because supenon disagree with the consent of <snplo>Tet' speech ” 

FW/POS. Inc dbt Paris Adult Dookstcee H v Cuy of Dallas. 493 U S 21 5. 22:^-224 (1990) 
(wilKoid a tune frame a tegulatory scheme cicutes an ~impermtsaible risk of tupprouuun of ideas* 
whenn’er applied). Hwman v Cay of New York. 1 40 F M al 170, (rhiecimg to a policy which allows the 
employer to "dcsi^ the tmncdia^ of the commenO 
*• 136 Sa 1951(3006) 

"•ihid 



201 


RKDAfTIM; Tilt. SC ItJ<C E OF CLIMATE CHANCt: HG 

speech did not fall within it.'”'* This doctrine has spread beyond formal government 
settings, even being used to limit statutory whistleblower rights for private employees.'*^' 
If Garcelli is not confined to the type of internal communications at issue in Ceballos. the 
doctrine may apply to the public communications of federal employees as well.'*^^ 

There are strong indications, however, that scientific speech about climate change 
would be treated as a significant matter of public concern under both Pickering and 
Garcetti. Notably, the Garcetti opinion highliglited the special concents of scholarly 
speech: 


There is some argument that expression related to academic scholarship or 
classroom instruction implicated additional constitutional interests that are not 
fully accounted for by this Court’s customary employee-speech jurisprudence. 
We need not, and for that reason do not. decide whether the analysis we conduct 
today would apply in the same manner to a case involving speech related to 
scholarship or teaching.**’ 

This caveat suggests tliat the protection afforded scientific and scholarly speech 
by government employees might be analyzed dilTerently under First .Amendment 
principles than the internal speech that routinely takes place inside otiter kinds of 
government offices. Indeed, such an approach would be necessary to bring First 
.Amendment analysis into accord w ith the congressionally-mandated missions of federal 
science agencies, which uniformly direct such agencies to provide the best possible 
scientific infomiation to inform tbe public and policy-makers. 

The Garcelli decision thus leaves many important questions unanswered, but does 
not foreclose the possibility that more e.xpansive free speech rights will apply to 
government scientists given the unique nature of their work and the public's interest in 
maintaining the integrity of the scientific process, which depends on the full and free 
exchange of ideas. Certainly, strong policy considerations militate in favor of such a 
construction. 


Ibid The opinion devoted much attention to Ceballos' duties as a calendar deputy "fulfilling a 
responsibilit)' to advise his supervisor about how best to proceed with a pending case." This was the 
determining factor, as the government action then "simply reflects the exercise of employer control over 
what the employer itself has commissioned or wealed ” 

See Bonnie I. Robin-Vergeer. "Surviving Garcetti v Ceballos.” and Thad Guyer. "Sun'iving Garcetti v 
Ceballos: Arguments to Save First Amendment cases after Garcetti.” papers presented at the National 
Employment Lawyers Association seminar Representing Workers in Whistleblower and Retaliation Cases, 
(March 16-17.2007) 

A significant aspect of the Garcetti opinion is that the case was remanded to the Ninth Circuit to 
determine whether any of Ceballos' speech outside of the memo should qualify for First Amendment 
protection Notably. Ceballos had also addressed his concerns at a bar meeting, which would appear to 
place him farther oulside the court’s "course of employment” criterion. 

The dissent did not miss the significance of the opinion's potential breadth: "This ostensible domain 
beyond the pale of the First Amendment is spacious enough to include even the teaching of a public 
university professor, and 1 have to hope that today's majority does not mean to imperil First Amendment 
protection of academic freedom in public colleges and universities, whose teachers necessarily speak and 
write 'pursuant to official duties '” 
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We can now turn to the specific media polic>' guidelines at NASA and NOAA. 

In examining these guidelines, it is helpful to keep in mind tlie Supreme Court's 
acknowledgment that the “government may certainly choose to give additional 
protections to its employees beyond what is mandated by tlie First Amendment.”'”* 
Constitutional riglits are the bare minimum that employees must be afforded. .Although 
judicial decisions are tempered by the deference appropriately owed to the e.xecutive 
branch, there are strong policy reasons - grounded in the First .Amendment - for agencies 
to expand the reach of employees' free speech rights. 

NASA and the First .Anieiidniriil 

Types of Speech Covered by the Policy 

N.AS.A's media policy restrictions cover “information in any form provided to 
news and information media.” including press releases, media advisories, news features, 
and web postings.'”* Tlie policy does not cover scientific and technical reports, web 
postings designed for technical or scientific interchange, and technical information 
presented at professional meetings or in professional journals.'”* Hence, scientists are 
generally allowed to share information with their colleagues without going tlirough tlic 
public affairs office's political appointees. 

Witat type of communication the media policy covers and does not cover is not 
clearly defined. For example, if a scientist w'ere to post on the web information about his 
work, would that fall under the 'Aveb postings" definition of “public information.” in 
which case it must adhere to the policy? Or would it constitute “web postings designed 
for technical or scientific interchange” and thus not fall within the policy's purview? 
N.AS.A has included a “Frequently .Asked Questions” (FAQ) pamphlet to accompany the 
policy that attempts to clarify this situation:”* 

The same policy applies to the Web as to standard release of public information. 
.All public information posted on a N.ASA website is subject to tliis policy. 
However, scientific and technical reports, scientific data and technical 
information for professional interchange and peer-reviewed research are not 
included. 


This section will focus on Ihe media policies at NASA and NOAA. though - as documented elsewhere 
in this report - problems persist at other agencies as well. It is also sigmficant that, whereas both NASA 
and NOAA have issued wntlen policies, restrictions on communication continue to be transmitted through 
verbal orders and directives that fall outside of these policies 
See Waters v. ChurchUl, 51 1 U S 661. 674 (1994) 

** "Scope." NASA 2006 media policy at pg 1. 

"'Ibid 

*“ NASA Public Affairs Policy FAQ at pg 2 available al 

hnp:/Avww nasa gov/audience/formedia/features'communicationjx>licy htral (last visited on March 24, 
2007) 
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Despiti: NASA's attempt to parse the categories of what is and is not covered by 
the media policy, several questions remain. For example, how broad is the category of 
scientific and technical reports? This is a significant question leO open because scientific 
and technical reports or scientific data posted to a non-NASA website would appear to 
fall outside the policy. Also, only public information intended for “nationwide release” 
must be reviewed and cleared by NAS.A Headquarters. Public information tluit is 
“institutional in nature, of local interest or deemed by NAS.A headquarters not to be a 
Headquarters release” may be released without review and clearance.'*^’ 'I'he first two 
categories are incredibly broad and give little guidance as to what would be covered. Tlie 
last criterion is paradoxical. If the public infomiation at issue is deemed to be a non- 
headquarters release, then it must have first been reviewed in order to make that 
determination. 

Notice and Timing 

NASA’s media policy contains a notification element that states: 

NASA employees may speak to the media and the public about tlieir work. When 
doing so, employees shall notify their immediate supervisor and coordinate witit 
their public afl'airs office in advance of interviews whenever possible, or 
immediately tliereafter, and are encouraged, to tbe maximum e.xtent practicable, 
to have a public affairs officer present during intcr\riews,” 

I'he notice requirement by itself does not constitute an objectionable prior 
restraint.'**' .Although the notice requirement appears to allow employees to respond to 
impromptu or breaking news interview requests without having to send fonnal notice 
first, the FAQ obfuscates the notice requirement by stating that though “NASA 
employees are not required to notify public affairs to express their opinions,” they are 
asked to notify if they “participate in media activities related to their professional 
responsibilities.”**^ 

.Although the media policy states that public information will be released 
“promptly, factually, and completely,” there is no timeline set forth.''** Restrictive 
policies that lack a timeline have been struck down by otlier coiuls.'*** Hence, it is 


** "Public information coordination and concurrence," Section (d). NASA 2006 media policy at pg 4 

The policy also calls for coordination among the public affairs bureaucracy that also requires a similar 
notification clement. This analysis, however, will concentrate on notification elements for the employee 
scientists. 

Latino Officers Association v Safir. 170 F 3d 167, 172 (2d Cir. 1999) (upholding a policy requiring 
notice and reporting, as plaintiffs failed to show how it threatens unpopular speech). 

NASA Public Affairs Policy FAQ at pg 4 available ai 
http:/Avww nasa.gov/audiencc/formedia/features/communication_policy.html (last visited on March 24, 
2007) 

"Principles." Section (b), NASA 2006 media policy at pg. 1. 

See, e.g.. FW/PBS, Inc dba Paris Adult Bookstore n v City of DaUas. 493 U S. 215, 223-224 (1990) 
(without a time frame a regulatory scheme creates an "impermissible risk of suppression of ideas" 
whenever applied), Harman v. City of New York, 140 F.3d at 120. (objecting to a policy which allows the 
employer to “destroy the immediacy of the comment"). Bui see Weaver v United States Information 
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possible lhai this pan of the polic>' would not sun’ive senniny. Hie policy also includes a 
dispute resolution process, hut it similarly excludes a timeline, tliereby raising some of 
the some oouoems as above. A written e.\platuition for the P.AO decision, however, will 
be provided if requested. 

Conitm Htstnction 

.Mtliough the requirement to provide notice has been upheld, courts ore for less 
willing to allow a policy that requires content resiew’ and approval prior to speaking.^" 
Tlie NA5S.'\ media policy requires “yeview and clearance hy appro|<riale olTicials’’ for “all 
NAS.A employees involved in preparing and issuing" public mrorraation Ihc policy 
also allows the PAO to “edit any information to ensure that public information pr^ucts 
ore well written and approprialc fur the intended audience However, sih;h editing shall 
not change seientitk or technical data, or the meaning of programmatic content."^' 
Tims public information appears to be safe from content editing during review and 
appruv ol. but not necessarily from delay or rejection on the basis of its content. 

Furthermore, the poliev designates an entire content area as ofT-limits: "Only a 
designated NAS.A spokesperson may speak to the media on budget policy or 
programmatic issues."*'* toployees are often in the best posKion to offer opinions on 
these malteis of public concern, especially since “progranimatic iKsues" can he 
interpreted broadly enough to etK'ompass any nomadministrative matters.*** These 
provisions also appear to crmflict with another section of the F.-\Q:*** 

Q: When issues of olVicial NASA policy or budget arc discussed, or 
other matters beyond the scope of the interv iewee's duties, may the 
person being interviewed provide their opinions even though they may 
not be the ofTicial agency spokesperson on the matter? 


Agency. S7 FM I42> (DC Ce IIW) (uphokfang pre-puMieaiien renew lequaemenl withoui ■ nmeline 
nonsion because it was nor suffioemK a^ged that the review period would be "lengihy ~> 

*” Lotuio Ofneers Association v Salk. I9»7 US Dial LEXIS I0»3 (SONY 1997) (temporal) 
isi|unotinn policy requnr^ rrportv^ wpcnrniriv nntioe. oru! fy nw l). vncalod. ITT) F Id 167 (2d 

Cir 1999) Cupliolding policy ptf«d 6own to r>otic< ind reporting) 

"PuUic infomiation coordinAtion and ccncufrcncc** Soctiom (o) and (b)i NASA 2006 media p^dicy il 

I* 

'Reipemibiliuet.* Sections (e), NASA 2006 media pobey at pg 2 The FAQ appears to boloer this by 
claunoig that die PAO con "iMver" edit or ohet iCKidiCc inforaiotion NASA Publa: Adana Micy FAQ at 


"Iraetviews.'' Sections (a). NASA 2006 meeka policy oi pg 4 


St4. t.g.. Waters v ChurcbilL 511 U S. ol 66& 674 (protceting on employee's speech commeniing on 


n^icy on dir was in the hel pouiKvi lo ukniify pnifalaits) 
**’ NASA riMicAflan Policy FAQ aipg i amukAle at 


hnp.'Ai'ww noiagov iudienc«Tocmedudcauirescommunical>oajwlH.y himl (last visaed on March 24. 


3X17) 
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A; Yet. Ilowexer. ihc\’ mutt cletrK lUtc that ihii it their pertonal 
opinion and doet not refleel the xiewt of the agency... .[and make 
liurcl government rctourcct thall not be used toward that activity.^' 

Ihe F.‘\Q i<i difTieull lo reconcile with the policy Such conInadiciHHW tn between 
the ovemll "penonal views" exception and its various loopholes may only be 
compounded the pending release of implemeniation guidelinet.*'^ It it GAP't 
concern that this uncertaimy leaves the policy open to varying interpretations depending 
on the prevailing political climate. 

.\U.\.\ and the First .VnirndnirnI 

NU.‘V\ is conlemplating a revision of its cuirvnl medin policy, one that sulTcrs 
Ihmi vague dircctis'es and ambiguous language. Ihe policv meludcs a recognition 
that:"' 


Well-planned media relations programs help earn public support of missions, 
functions, and services perfonned by NO.AA. A principal goal of public, 
consliluenl. and inlergosemmeiilal alTaips activities is lo increase understanding 
of NU/Vr\ and its mission by increasing publu: c.sposure lo. and imdcrstanding of. 
NO.AA’t programs. 

This slated purpose it significant because Ihe application otPiclunng requires the 
court to consider the congruence between the slated purpose of a policy and Ihe interests 
in a speech rcsinction asserted at trial. *** Hcncc. the stale actor must dcmominitc that 
the policy iccliiics real harms m a direct and maicnal wiy.'*^' 

Typei ofSpttch Covtrtd by tht Policy 

Tlie Office of Public. Consliluenl. and Inlergoveriinmital .Affairs (OPCI.\) is 
responsible for coordinating and approsing media communH-atiuns involving NO.AA. 
mcliiding advisories, press releases. mICTSicws, and other rclaled media contacts. 
.Mandating ^proval as a gro-cicanncc requirement cairics a heavy presumption against 
its const itulionai validity. The types of "media communicalions" enumerated by the 
policy are quite expansiva. This can weigh against finding the policy conslilulionaL as 


IXsaancnU utSuawd by KMA vidiailc Itur mCerviews or uttw uelivdies in an unullicaot taifiaetly 
esceedifig CIO minulm per ifay are no longer onmidered "pod free tune " Hmail Frran Hnm Rule. To 
Ridy Oray. Mieharl Black, el at . Dale Oeseber Si. MOS im /Mr mi* Pyctmim Wilhoui ftaihrr ludicsal 
fiudaiKV. H n <w cetaenDon that govemnent emfiloyces should have or fnnr M rainwes of 'paid fteo 
tune.'' the cquivakm of iwo ihon bredci 

NASA PublK Affan Policy FAQ « pg. 5 oiurJub/e at 
hilp 'Arww iiaaaguVi'aiidianea'fuaimfaafanuics'waimiBiHaiiunjxilKy hunt tiaat vuilad on Match 24. 
2007) 

-Xlaled isapoae." NO..\A 2004 media polmy. NAn-2l9A. al pg I 
“.Xamoiav EPA.»F Vmt.OdfDC Or IW) 

Turner Diotdeasiing Svswn. Inc v FCC. 512 U S. <64 (I9M) 

•• SeulhcasKm Preanouems Lid v Coiaad. a» US 546. 559(1975) 
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o^vrly broad policies create a chilling cIVccI on unpopular or disscnluig speech by their 
“very existence.”**’ 

OPCIA’s responsibilities ineludc media eommunteaiions concerning Uic 
follovs inf;:*** ( I ) announcement of the release of olTicial NO/VA data, research, positions, 
and stntcmenls.*** (2) ainiuinicement of activities of N'OAA or Defnrtmenl leadership 
which peruin to NO/VA policy, science, research, missions, projects, and panncrsliips; 
(3) announcement of the release of contracts, grants, and grants-in-aid of S500.000 or 
mure, or ullicis of any nmouni w hich may have signincanl public interest or oilier public 
value or signiflcance: (4) activhies dial may have policy-making implications; and (5) 
announcing oflicial scienlific and technical papers auahrrred or civauthorcd by NO/\A 
emplovccs dial result or may resiill m media mlcrest. 

In NTEU, die Supreme Court faulted a govennneiit policy ntewnling employees 
from giving speech unrelated to ibeir jobs for being ovcr-mclusivc.* '’ Hence, terms such 
as "media interest” present a problem because they are especially vague. *'' NOAA 
public alTairs ptofessimials arc responsible for ensuiitig that reporters get timely and 
accurate answers to pertinent quc'slions.*’* Similar to the lack of ot^cclivc standanb for 
approval, the lack of a cotKrele time limit for approval weighs against the cmplo>er's 
tnleresl. as it allows llie employer to destroy the newsworthiness of the speech.** 

Malice 


Notice must be given for virtually all forms of communication, including 
proposed news conferences, proposed contacts with major news media, and official and 
non-oHictal scientific and technical papers authored or co-authored by NOAA employees 
that may result in media interest.* Furlhennore. all employees must notiiS- the PAO 
before responding to news nu-dia inquiries whenever the inquiries are of national news 
interest. corKcm regulatory iasuet, concern controversial issues, pertain to seknee having 
policy implications, or involve a crisis silualioa*’* 


kciEsl«T V (*ay uf tyiwMlmue. 167 F Xupp 2J 4X7, 49U (1) K I TIMIIX ciung InlamilMawl Asweralm 
oTFrefighien Uxa] iSi r Froichtown Omvr Township. ZM F Supp M 7H 742 (E D Ntich Sm!)) 

** ''ResponabilitMS.* Section 102 NOAA 2004 media policy, NAO-219-d. 

The Dislnct Court of Connecticut vaUdMed a police departmciU icgulalion eontaining pre-clearance 
reqiBTemenbt lev “fcainiil retones" cif mlcmniaKwi See Shelton ftdwe Union v Vocada. lit K Supp 2d 
604. 624 <D. Com 2001). The deparunent't imerest n conuolluig suiemenis aonhuted to a afletts the 
effective tuncIMfiaig of iIk department h a direct and matenal vraiy 
” timled Suites V Naliaial Itensury Kmpluy'cesl.inian, 714 U S 474. 4T7(IVOV) 

See Harman v City of Near York. 140 F .4d 1 1 1. 1» (M Cu I9<)*) fweighu* a lack of objeetive 
itandard agamsi the gcaemmenf s mlerest) 

^ ‘'Kasp(»nabittti«s,~ Section 104 NllAA NXM media policy. NAO-210.6 

*** Hannan The undefined timeline, however, n maigaied by the mpersofang DOC media policy, 
which proKTibes delaikd unuig tequuemenb for meda cooiimaucations St* DAO 219-2 { lOX Release 
of Nenva, Clcaranee of Hiblicaliona. aial Xtadia Coi emge (“News rcicwtcs are to be suboiillcd two weakii% 
tes |winr ki the pmpened release dale to permit adevpiate time for pmoesmifi ~) 

'’'"Media and pubhc imeracucns requmng poor notifieation.* &etioo 201 NOAA 2004 media pobey. 

NAO-2l»4i 

•"/hid SeolaaiKC 
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Generallv, notice without content approval requirement is deemed 
constitutional.'*’® However, any proposed participation or inclusion in media 
presentations (e.g., audio or visual tape.s. films, television programs, and exhibits) by 
indisiduals resulting from their duties as NOAA employees must be cleared by OPCI.A 
beforehand.'*” If a “media presentation” coastitutes an interview with a news .station, 
then an approval requirement is .arguably unconstitutional.*’* 

Content Restriction 

NO.A.A’s media policy has a section entitled “Guidance on .Media Queries.”'*’* 
The guide appears to cover every conceivable form of communication and to direct its 
employees away from speaking about matters of public concent or olTering tbeir opinions 
on such matters. This guidance includes the following suggestions: 

a. Discussions should focus on .science and fact, not speculation. 

b. Limit discussions to matters for which you are responsible and of 
which you have direct knowledge. 

c. Whether in person, on camera, or over the phone, when speaking to a 
reporter you represent and speak for the entire agency. 

d. When speaking to reporters, you are speaking on the record. OlT-the- 
record and background interviews almost always result in a story. 

e. You are not bound to talk with reporters. Should you have any 
questions, concerns, or doubts, call your serv'icing PAO. 

f. Following an interview, call your sert'icing P.AO to describe tlie 
interview and the expected story. Do tliis promptly. Tlie situation mtiy 
require the PAO to contact the reporter in order to provide additional 
information and context. 

In an October 3, 2006, memo to all NOAA employees. NO.AA .Administrator 
Conrad I .autenbacher made tbe following statement:'**'' 

Our media standards also reflect an open policy. We encourage our public 
affairs staff to keep abreast of media interests. I encourage our scientists to 
speak freely and openly. Dozens of you every day are talking to the media 
and providing the results of peer review ed science across a wide variety of 
NO/V#\ topics. We ask only that you specify when you are communicating 


Latino Officers Association V. Safir. I70F,3d 167, 172-73 (2d Cir. 1999) (upholding notification). 
“Media and public interactions requiring prior notification,” Section 3.03 NOAA 2004 media policy. 
NAO-219-6. 

^ See Southeastern Promotions Ltd. v. Conrad. 420 U.S. 546, 559 (1975). 

“Guidance on media queries." Section 4.02 NOAA 2004 media policy. NAO-219-6. 

'“® Available al htlp://scicncedcms.house,gov/Mcdiad* ile/ForReleases/04oct06NOAA/noaa_laulcnbacher_ 
mailtc.\t_03oct06.pdf (last visited on March 24, 2007). 



personal views and when you are characterizing your work as part of your 

specific contribution to NO.\A's mission. 

I^utenbacher's views toward openness at NOAA are not rellected in tlie NOAA 
media policy. NOAA’s written guidance to “limit discussions to matters for which you 
are responsible and of which you have direct knowledge” contradicts l^utenbacher’s 
declaration and contravenes the well-stated societal interest in having public employees 
comment on any matters of public concern. As a matter of policy, NOAA has yet to 
respect its employees’ right to a "personal views” exception. 

Media Policies and Statutory Protections 

In 1989, Congress enacted the Whistleblower Protection .Act (WPA), an 
amendment to the Civil Service Reform Act (CSR.A), to protect federal employees who 
attempt to alert the public to illegal or dangerous actions.'**' The WPA forbids the 
federal government from taking or threatening adverse action against a federal employee 
because the employee disclosed infomiation that he or she reasonably believed showed a 
violation of law, gross mismanagement, gross wa.ste of funds, abuse of autliority, or 
substantial and specific danger to public health or safety. To state a claim, a federal 
employee must show a protected disclosure, knowledge of tlie disclosure by the 
retaliating official, and concrete causation of the retaliation by the protected 
whistleblowing activity. The WP.A permits employees to disclose otherwi.se-qualified 
information without restriction, unless it is classified or its release is specifically 
prohibited by statute.**’ None of the policies G.AP examined that regulate a federal 
employee’s communications contain an explicit exemption for this statutorily-protected 
form of speech. 

Policies restricting disclosures of information classified as “Sensitive but 
Unclassified” (SBU) — such as found in the reformed NAS.A media policy, which 
requires pre-approval for all SBU disclosures'*** - also violate the WPA and other free 
speech rights. SBU is an uncontrolled hybrid secrecy category for information that can 
be. and has been, imposed after the fact, without prior notice, and for any “official 
use.”*** SBU does not purport to meet the legal .standards for classification and is so 
broad and vague that it could be interpreted to sweep in virtually anytiiing. 

The N.ASA policy also contravenes the WP.A right to engage in anonymous 
communications by re(|uiring federal employees to work with NASA officials “prior to 
releasing infomiation” or “engaging in any activities or events ... that have the potential 

See 5 U.S C. §§ 2302(bX8). (bX9). 

** As ruled in Garcetti, the WPA does not protect employees whose disclosures were made "dunng the 
course of [their] job duties " WtUis v. Department of Agnculture, 141 F 3d 1 139 (Fed Cir. 1998) The 
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit removed WPA coverage for job-related whistleblowing 
disclosures As discussed later in Ihis sectioa pending legislation H R. 98S would ovenum the Federal 
Circuit’s decision in Wilbs. 

** "Preventing unauthorized release of sensitive but unclassified (SBU) information.” NASA 2006 media 
policy at pg 6-7. 

See. e.g., McClcanv. Department of Homeland Security (jiending Ninth Cir). 
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lo generate significant media or public interest intiuirs'.*^ Furthermore, the NASA 
polics' requires "tesiesv and clearance" by oppropnatc ofliciab for "all NAS.A 
employees" involved in "preparing and issuing" public information.'**^ It grants NASA 
the power to control the liming of all disclosures.**’ With no distinction made for 
protected whistleblower speech, there is no legal basis to conclude that these provisions 
can hiwfully coexist with the WPA. 

On March 14. 2007, tlie U S. House of Representatives passed on amendment to 
the WPA. lI.R. 985. which, among other things, includes a clarifkaiion regarding 
disclosure of iKlions that threaten the integrils of federal science.*** As amended, tlie 
WPA would now define "abuse of authority" to include: **' 

(1) any action that compromises the validity or accurx*y of federally funded 
researdi nr analysis; 

(2) the dis.seniination of fal.se nr misleading scientific, medical, or technical 
mfoimotion: and 

(3) any action that restricts or prevents an employee or any person performing 
fcderallv-fiinded research or orulysis from publishing in peer-reviewed 
journals or other ssi'cnlinc publications or making oral presentations at 
professiocul society meetings or other meetings of their peers. 

These whistleblower protections thus protect against retaliation for exposing the 
distortion or restnetion of scicntilW communications and research.*** H.R. 985 covers 
civil service eniplovees and narrow Iv-defined government contractors, hut not all 
scientists at federal ly-findcd facilities.*** 

IX-spile these slulutory sofcguaids for whislls-blower-tspe speech, the WPA does 
not protect from the increasingly restrictive policies and practices imposed upon federal 
employees when merely communicaling their seientifie research lo the medio, public, or 
Congress. This form of non-whistleblower speech does not saiisfS' the above-listed 
elements reepiiied to pwsiie a claim inider tlie WPA. In other wixds. whistlebUmers may 
curremly be protected for disclosing evidence that their science has been suppressed, but 
would iMit ncces-sarily be protected iimlci the WPA for disclosing the science itself 


** “Rcsponiibiliiifs.” Kcnofis (1) and (gX pohc>' u 3, see aho "Iiactviorx" vciions (c) ■nd (0. NASA 
2096 media potky at pg. 5. 

^ "AMk: inlormulion cuivdination and otncurrence.** Seclium (a) ami (by NASA 2tN)6 nimlw policy at 

a 5-4 

"RcKpumtbiltfics, fttfctioti (iX NASA 2006 mctlia potii:) at pg 3 
W'htiWilcwrCT Protection Efiancefnent Act of *007 

*** H R. 9t5 $ 13(a) ’Xlanficatkin of W'histlebkmer Rights Relating to ScKnbfic andC^her Research” 

*** Note thal a citrmpivaling pravisKin n not currently incluiktj «i nwnpanum Senate IcKifilniion. S 274 
^ H R. 9S5 SlUa) limits protcct»on lo employees of vadmonal ccevtnciors. as defned b>‘ 41 U.S.C 
265(a) Tilts would exclude those suppucled by lescutdi grants ca othor forms of federal ftcidjng 
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A corollan' lo the WPA is the I.lo>'d-I ^follette Act, which recognizes the right of 
employees to freely communicate %vilh Congress. How ever, on its face llie law offers 
no legal remedies in the event the right is abridged. 

Another relevant legal boundary is the Anti*Oag Statute, which bans federal 
spending to implement or enforce any ‘tiondisclosure policy, form, or agreement” unless 
It mcludes a congressionally dralled addendum spccify-ing that statutory whistleblower 
protections supersede any conflicting language in the agency's restriction.'*’’ The statute 
protects employees from being forced lo relinquish llietr whistleblower rights. Congress 
has unanimously passed anti-gag provisioits as riders to appropriations legislation siiwe 
FYI988. H R 98$ would iiuike this provision permanent and render the failure to 
include the addendum a prohibited personnel action.'*’* None of the media policies 
discussed in this report all of wliidi explicitly restrict feileral cmpkiyees' 
communications contrary to the WPA - contam the required addcnduia*’* 

In addition to statutory proscnpiions, atlirmaiively facilitating media 
communications through networking and preparing, assisting, and encouraging federal 
employees is oflen necessary lo fulfill on agency's legislative mandate, public 
expectations, or its osvn imemal goals of educating the public. Tor example. Ihe N'OAA 
Climate Program stales as its secmid objective Ihe outesane of creating "a cliiniile-litenile 
public cfTcctivcIy incocporaiuig NOAA's clunaic products mio Ihcir plans and 
decisions "*** .Similarly, NASA's 2006 Policy im llie Release of Infimnatiiai lo llw News 
and Ini'ormation Media staled that ''consistent with .N.ASA statutory tvsponsibilily, N.ASA 
will 'provide for the widest practicable and appropriate dissemination of information 
concerning its activities and Ihe results thereof” Rffective outreach con oho raise an 
agency's public recognition, improve its scientific reputation, and increase its federal 
funding 


u s e. $7211 (1978) "The nghi of employees. mdn'idiiaUy or eollecuvely, to pcuoon Congress 
or a Member of Congrers. or lo furnish inrocraatioa lo ntlief House of Cai|grc>& or to s eomminee or 
Member Iherroi'. may not he noerfered with or dmed ” 

*’ SEC. 820 of the Trsnspoctaboa Tretnoy, Housing ind Crban Oerdopment, die JudKiaiy. md 
Indcpendcnl AgcneieK /IpprujatulMais Ad of 21X16, wtiwh heuone HI. 109- 1 1 5 loi bitn'cmhcf 30, 2005. lUi 
exiended through Sepiembcr 30. 2007. by H 3 RES 20. ihe eanunumg apfcopnaiians resolueon for ihe 
FY2007. which bccaioc PL 1 10-5 on February 15, 3007 'Hm language of iIk addendum may be foiaid in 
(lAP's model medm policy below 

*** H R 985 $ 5 "Noeidlselcmitc pobeies. forms snd igreemetus ” 

*’ Note that m reiponu to GAP's FOIA roqueituig evidence of compliance wdh the etatute. NOAA's 
POIA olTieers expirmrd fine Ihol no caie had heard of it and then that Ihei' falvly hchei’ed it to he 
repealed 

** OAK OlhrXs (undated) (IdP .-tigrad 9. 2006 part J MJAA h'OL4 mprinxe uruitUj pg. 36' 71 
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Rkcommendations 

ClAP recommends that the ejcecullve branch and all federal agenctes supporting climate 
change research 

■ Eliminilc mnndalon' prc*a|iproval for mcdta contacb. selective routing ol' media 
roiUMbv, draftinn; of anliciputed iiucMmVv and amucTK by scienitsta prior In 
interviews, and monilormg of media eommuniealiuns. 

It may be reasonable to require notification of the Public .Affain Office (PAO) 
and a post-inters'iew recap, as many local PAOs have done to both the seieniizts' 
and rejHtrlerv' salisfaelion Furlhermore. the PAO slHuild lake an active role in 
coordinating and facililaling media interactions, especially connecting journalists 
with the appropriate scientinK and vupptying correctioiw and background 
mformalion. Nonetheless, the ultimate decision about the coment of and parties 
to any particular media communication rests w ith the reporter and the sciential he 
or she asks to interview. 

• Rcallirm the “personal views” exception for ait medix congressional, public, and 
professional communications 

.Scientists must he apprised of their constitutional right to speak about any subject, 
mcluding polK'v -related matters and those outside their urea of e.vpeitise. so long 
as; 


1. scicniisis moke it clear that they do so in their private capacity, not as a 
representative of their agency. Identifying the scientist w illi his or her agency, 
position, and area of expertise is permissible so long as the communication 
includes the ‘private capacity” disclaimer, and 

2. scientists' personal communications do not unreasonably take from agency 
lime aial rcMuirces Penwauil use of telephone le email slauild lie .allowed 
dunng employees' “paid free tone.” l,ongcr intemews may need to be 
conducted during authorized breaks or after work Insofar os an agency 
facility is usually open to the public, reporters should be able to conduct 
interviews with scientists on the premises. 

• Comply with the mandatory requirements of the .Anti-Clog Statute to notify 
employees of their whistleblower and related rights by incorporating llie 
statutorily-prescribed addendum into the text of any restrictive communication 
policy or directive. 

♦ Comply with the Whistleblower Protectkin Act ( WP.A) by including the necessary 
e.vceptions. 

Tile Whistleblower Protection .Act protects any unclassified disclosures, or tliose 
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not specifically prohibited by statute, that a federal employee reasonably believes 
to present evidence of illegality, gross waste, gross mismanagement, abuse of 
power, or substantial and specific danger to public healtli or safety. 
Communication policies should include this exception to any restrictions they 
imposes. 

• Eliminate communication restrictions based on the “Sensitive but Unclassified” 
(SBU) classification because the unsettled legal definition of SBU can cover 
virtually any form of communication and tliereby implicates constitutional and 
statutory free speech concerns. Correspondingly, regulations governing tlie 
definition of “Sensitive but L'nclassified” and related categories must be tightened 
so that employees know what type of information is properly marked SBU. 

• Consistently emphasize the importance of unobstructed science in mission 
statements, commiuiication policies, and/or administrative directives. 

• Guarantee the timely and pro-active issue of press releases. 

.Any scientist whether the lead author or co-author of a published report study, or 
article, must be given the necessary approval and assistance to issue a press 
release calling attention to the work within a reasonable time and concurrent with 
the publication date - even if a release has already been or is scheduled to be 
issued by another institution. 

• l.eave content editing to the .scientists for scientific publications, congressional 
written testimony and reports, web postings and presentation material, and press 
releases. 

.Although non-scientists and agency management may be actively involved in the 
review and preparation of scientific products, they do not have the authority to 
alter the substance of written scientific information without the scientists' e.xpress 
consent, llie qualified scientists actively involved in the research or synthesis of 
research are ultimately responsible for its content. Co-authors, peer review, 
ethics, and personal reputation are the proper check. 

• Reaffirm a scientist's “right of last review" for all media, congressional, public, 
and professional communications. 

Federal employees have the right to approve the final version of any proposed 
federal publication tliat significantly relies on their scientific research, identifies 
tliem as a lead author or contributor, or purports to represent their scientific 
opinion. This includes, but is not limited to, reports, web postings, and press 
relea.ses. In tlie case of multi-author publications, procedures should be set up to 
allow co-authors to have a meaningful right of review and comment. Where an 
agency adopts an agency-wide position on a scientific issue, scientists must be 
allowed to register their disagreement publicly and without adverse consequence 
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to themselves. Finally, federal employees should be permitted reasonable access 
to all drafts and edits of their publications that may be produced throughout the 
review process. 

• Solicit the input of scientists and other stakeholders in tlie development of the 
content of substantial congressional and public reports and the procedures that 
govern their production. 

• Continue to ensure that federal employees are not restricted eitlier from 
publishing their research in peer-reviewed journals and other scientific 
publications or from making oral presentations about their research at professional 
conferences or other meetings of their peers. 

• Establish effective transparency and accountability procedures. 

In order to make the above two recommendations meaningful: 

1. the editing and review process must clearly identify all participants and text 
changes at each stage of review. Participants must be able to address any 
concerns or questions about changes with the party that made tliem; 

2. an internal disclosure system must be established that ensures confidential 
reporting and independent resolution of inappropriate alterations, conduct, or 
conflicts of interest in the review process in particular; and 

3. more generally, the government and its agencies must afford federal scientists 
adequate whistleblower safeguards, including the impartial investigation and 
fair resolution of complaints, due process rights, confidentiality of disclosures, 
protections from retaliation, and adequate corrective relief 

• .Adequately inform and clarify scientists’ rights and responsibilities. 

Every public affairs office needs to evaluate its existing policies and to develop 
(or reaffirm) a set of simple and unambiguous policies in light of these 
recommendations and with the input of its own scientists. Tliese policies should 
clearly incorporate the scientists’ rights, as well as responsibilities, and be broadly 
disseminated to both scientists and management through aiuiual reports, Internet 
sites, employment contracts, workplace posters, employee handbooks, and special 
trainings. .Although agency- or department-wide policies may articulate an 
overarching set of principles and basic rights and responsibilities, it is suggested 
that implementation guidelines be afforded some measure of adaptability to the 
particular needs of agency subdivisions. In any case, communication policies 
should be uniformly applied and their content readily available to all employees 
and to the general public. 
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• InveMigole Mtd cnrrecl nr rcdrevs the iiiap|>rn))ria(e policies, practices, and 
incidents set I'orth in this icpotl and elsewhere. 

Uctennine whether imd why the reported pruhlcms have oeemred. Where 
conllrmcd to be true, provide: 


1. adequate leliel', including but not limited to. remslidement. plus public and dr 
private acknow Icdgeinenl. to those who may have been harmed: 

2. adequate discipline of those found responsible, including but not limited to 
firing or demotion to a position of less authority; and 

3. necessary reform to correct the institutional conditions, policies, and activities 
that prompted the (iroMem 

• htK'ouragc the media to recognuc and place pnmary emphasis on reporting 
credible peer-reviewed information from the scientific community. 

• Improve public affairs* affirmative role of translating science for public 
consumption by;**’ 

I mandating tlsit P.\Os aggressively pursue llie disseminaliun and accessibility 
of tbcir scientists' wotl; to the public, media, and Congress; 

2. regularly training saentists on effective commumcolKNi techniques; and 

3. hiring mure local public nfTairs ofTieeis to work directly with Uic scientists. 

• I>cvclop a transparent communication policy at C'CSP that meets the 
recommendations for media policy refoim set out above and that streamlines the 
approval process for C'CSP products and ccanmunicotiuns *** 

• Expedite the limcly lillmg of the long-vacant position of C'CSP Uiieclor with a 
scienlirically-conipetenl candidate, as well as of vacancies in science policy 
positions in the Office of Science and feehnology Policy and in C'CSP principal- 
reprcseniaiive-lcvel science management positions in participating agcncici. 

• End the suppression of mcanuigful and appropriate references to, as well as the 
use of. the Natiimal .Vssessinenl of the Potential r<aisei|uences of Climate 
Vanabihty and Change in the communication of climate change research and 


A good reference m thu regard is Moser. S.C. and L Dilhng (edi) Cnatin$ a Cbmau for Changt; 
CimmiimL-attHti Cbmatr i'htmgr and hmatUaiinx itaaal (kunse* Cambridge lirwrenuly Picaa (Pcfaruiuy 
MOT) 

*" This proectt shculd occur in an aggressive lineirane signifKanUy shorter than dal required for the 
devekqaneal uf Ihe new NttAA medra puircy 
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assessment, including in CCSP reports to Congress, in research and in assessment 
plamiing documents, and on websites. 

• Ensure CCSP compliance with tlie Global Change Research .^ct by producing in 
the statutorily-required timeframes an integrated, scientifically-based assessment 
of climate change, including an analysis of current and projected trends and a 
focus on the impacts of climate change on society and the environment. 

Further, GAP urges Congress to: 

• Enact legislation that protects federal free speech rights and e.vtends 
whistleblower protections to all performing federally-funded scientific, 
professional, or teehnical research. 

• Establish a more elTeclive science-policy relationship. 

In order to ensure that federal climate science can best develop and communicate 
an objective understanding of an important contemporary issue to the public and 
policsmakers, tliere must be a constructive interface between politics and science. 
'Iliis can be promoted by: 

1 . reaflfinning the importance of openness in science for effective policymaking; 

2. training policymakers and regulators to base tlieir decisions on credible, peer- 
reviewed scientific information from the mainstream scientific community; 

3. addressing the influence of industiy and industrv-backed groups on 
government research and policy-making processes; 

4. placing reasonable limits on agency and persomiel authority with the aim of 
ensuring the .scientific integrity of the final product: 

a. agencies, departments, and e.vecutive offices without the institutional 
expertise should only promote, not interfere with, the conduct or 
communication of scientific research tliat has been delegated by the 
legislative or e.xecutive branch; and 

b. political appointees or persons witli conflicts of interest should not be 
granted final clearance and review of scientific information, and tliey 
should be held to transparent procedures in the overall review process. 

5. restructuring the science divisions to consolidate and harmonize cross-cutting 
research and dr separate research elements from regulatory' and policy-driven 
bodies; and 
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6. mandating a regular government-wide review to evaluate the integrity of 
federal scientific research and scientific communication. 

• Strengthen essential congressional oversight functions on issues of scientific 
integrity. 
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Appendix A: About the Authors 

The ChivemtnenI Accountobilitx Project (OAP) » the nation's leading 
whistleblower proteetton organization. GAP was founded in 1977, in the xvake of the 
Pentagon Papers scandal, as a project of the Institute for Policy Studies. It has been a 
lifetiuai for mure than 3.000 citizoi activists providing a range of serv ices including legal 
information, referrals, counseling, advocacy, litigation, legislative alTairs. and media 
advice. O.AP has also been a drivuig fixoe in many legislative advances in whlstleblimer 
protection, mcludmg the ihirbanes-Oxley Act of 2002 and the Whistleblower Protection 
.Act of 19*9. 

GAP has developed in-house expertise in several areas such as promoting 
corporate accountahility, strengthening whistlehlower rigJiLs and protections, ensuring 
safe and cost-effective cleanup at nuclear weigions facilities, mcreosing food and drug 
safety, enforcing environmental protection laws, seeking enhanced protection for 
whistleblowers inlematioiiiilly. and curtailing national security abuses To avsivi 
whistleblowers. G.AP attorneys and organizers seek to galvanize an clVective public 
response to the alleged wrongdoing and present the whistleblower's revelations to 
appropriate guvcrnnK*nt agctK'ics. congressional committees, and others on Capitol Hill 
to investigate and rectilS' the problems. 

O.AP's focus on scientific integrity in federal climnic science began with the 
representation of two whistleblowers from government science programs: Dr. James 
Hansen from NASA and Rick Pihz of the CCSP. Tarek Maassarani served as staff 
attorney and lead mvestigator for G.AP's new climate science integnty program He 
holds a master's degree in international aflaire from Columbia I'nivertity's School for 
Inleiii.vliniul and Pidriic .Affairs and a law degree frinn tlie Oeirrgetmvii I’niversity law 
Center. He also has a bachelors of science in Environmental Studies and bachelors of 
arts in Cultural Anthropology' from the I'niversily of Califoniia. Santa IVarbora Tarek 
.Mnavsanini is currently a C'uvingtun and Burling Westwood Fellow ul the N'eigliborhood 
lagal Services Program in Washington. DC. 

■fhe National Coalition .Agamst Censorship (NCAC). founded in 1974, is on 
alliance of 50 national non-profit organizations, including literary, artistic, religious, 
educational, professional, labor, and civil liberties groups I'nited by a cunvictioii that 
freedom of thought, inquiry, and expression must be defended. NCAC works to educate 
nrgani/alion members and llie public al targe about the dangers of censorship and bow lo 
oppose them .At NC.AC, Jay Dyckman directs The Knowledge Project, a program that 
examines the clash between First .-kmcndmcni principles of free expression and 
govemineiit siqrpres.siiai or disloilion of scientific inforinaliim He is a graduate of 
Columbia Law School, where he was an editor of the Columbia Iziw Review. I’pon 
graduation, he clerked for a federal judge and then spent five yvars as a litigation 
as.s<K-iale for two New York law finm 
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Appendix li; About this Report and the Investigation 

The Government Aecoimlabilitx' Project (GAP) investigation into the integrity of 
federal climate science commenced in February 2006. It was prompted by the concerns of 
two G.AP clients. Rick Piltz and James Hansen, regarding political interference with 
federal climate .science-related employees. A year later, a limited selection of G.AP's 
findings was incorporated into the joint Union of Concerned Scientist-G.AP report. 
Atmosphere of Pressure: Political Interference in Federal Climate Science, published in 
Februarx' 2007. The present report offers the comprehensive findings and synthesis of the 
G.AP investigation. 

The G.AP investigation focused primarilx' on the effects of restrictive federal 
government policies and practices, especially those applied to control communications 
from particular employees on “sensitive" aspects of climate science. Tlie investigation 
also addressed government efforts to control the communication of scientific climate- 
related information to Congress, the scientific community, and the public. GAP did not 
investigate issues of scientific integrity in otlier fields of research, budgetarx' impacts on 
climate science, or political interference at the hands of state and local governments, 
industry, or non-governmental organizations.'”’ 

G.AP conducted over 40 interviews with climate scientists, communications 
officers, agency and program officials, and journalists.’*' These sources - both named 
and confidential - represent inside perspectives from tlie National Oceanic and 
•Atmospheric .Administration (NO.A.A). National .Aeronautics and Space .Administration 
(N.AS.A). Climate Change Seience Program. Environmental Protection .Agency, United 
States Geological Surx’ey, and National Center for .Atmospheric Research (NC.AR), as 
well as local, national, and international media. Nearly half of these interviews were 
conducted in person during field visits to research or administrative facilities in Boulder, 
Colorado (NC.AR, NOAA’s Global Monitoring Division); Princeton. New Jersey 
(NOA.A’s Geophysical Fluid Dynamics Laboratory); New York, New 'York (NASA's 
Goddard Institute for Space Studies); and Silver Spring. Maryland (NOAA’s Office of 
Oceanic and .Atmospheric Research), The remaining interviews were conducted by 
telephone or email. Interviewees were identified tlirough personal referrals, in the media, 
or by agency directories. Nearly half of responsive interviewees raised confidentiality 
concerns. .About one quarter of the scientists and public affairs staff .solicited by G.AP 
turned down our requests for information, a few of them expressing fears to speak even 
anonymously on the issue. More than a dozen agency and program officials, tlie majority 
of those approached, either turned down or did not respond to requests for interviews. 


Lies has published a number of investigations andlor surveys on these topics See 
http/Avww uesusa org/scientificintegnty.' 

”” We use the term “scientist” loosely to encompass Ph.D. and Master’s degree holders, working and 
retired, as well as research and lab assistants engaged in the scientific process. Furthermore, our 
investigations did not focus solely on interference with scientists, but on any federal employees working for 
the climate science agencies and programs. 
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In lublitiun lo intmicu^, OAP rcvirucd Ihuinamk of pogn of OwunKnliiluin 
otMaincd from Freedom orinlonnation Act (F'OIA) disclosures (discussed below), as well 
aa public and internal agency sources. CAP reviewed the responses to Ks own FOIA 
rei|iicsl!> ns well as disclosures ohinined by Orceiipeace. Paul Tlinckef, and cmigresstunal 
committees. CAP also reviewed more than 100 published news articles and more than 
three dozen congressional documents including reports, testimonies, and questions lor the 
record 



Appendix C: A P<istseript on FOIA Irregularitie.s 

The Freedom of Information Act, signed into law by President Lyndon B. 
Johnson on July 4. 1966. permits private individuals and groups the full or partial 
disclosure of prior unreleased records held by the executive-branch agencies, effectively 
transforming a “need to know" to a “right to know” for government information.^' The 
.Act defines what records are subject to disclosure, lax's out the requisite disclosure 
procedures, and affords nine exemptions to the statue, including national security, 
personal privacy, trade secrets, and law enforcement records. The law also provides 
administrative and judicial remedies for those inappropriately denied access to records. 

On .April 18. 2006. the Government .Accountability Project (GAP) requested any 
and all records from the relevant climate research divisions of the National Oceanic and 
.Atmospheric .Administration (NO.AA), National .Aeronautics and Space .Administration 
(N.ASA), and Environmental Protection .Agency (EP.A) pertaining to: 

• 'Utat agency's media policy and guidelines affecting a federal scientist's 
communications with the press, tlie public, other agencies, non-government 
scientists, and other outside parties; 

• Mechanisms in place and adions taken to enforce the above policies and 
guidelines; 

• All records that demonstrate compliance with the anti-gag statutes. Section 818 
and 820, Title VIII. Trans. Treasury/ Judiciary HUD .Appropriations .Act of 2006 
(PLI09-I15); 

• Public affairs monitors present during media interxiews with federal scientists; 
and 

• Federal employees' complaints and/or suggestions on workplace freedom of 
expression. 

Only NO.A.A came close to meeting the 20-day statutory response time mandated by 
FOI.A when it released its first batch of 130 responsive documents on May 30, 2006. 

On June 6, 2006, in light of new information uncovered in the first fexv months of 
the inx'estigation, G.AP supplemented its request with the following items from NOA/A 
and NAS .A. 

NOAA: 

• Any and all preliminary, internal, or official responses to Senator Daniel Inouye's 
Fcbniarx' 16, 2006, “Questions for tlte record to Vice .Admiral Conrad 

Ml 


5U.S.C.§552(2002). 
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Lauicnbachcr (Ret.) following a bearing on the F\'2007 Budget Request for the 
National Oceanic and Almo«pheric AdniiniMratton.'' 

• .Any and all documents iiiatiked &s belonging to llie OAR I.ineSlafT ofHcefs) and 
labeled 'tJuesUons and Amweis" or "Q and .A" w ith any of the follosvtng m Ihcir 
Mibheading(s); 

o “Muzzling" 
o "Clinvite Change" 
o “Huiricaues" 

■ Any and all communications regarding or containing the words "climate change." 
"hurricanes." or "global warming" generated by or received by Jana Goldman. 
Kcnl Labordc. James Mahoney. Jordan SL John. Rondec b.\lcr. .Vhsha I'nbblc. 
Conrad Lautenbacher. Jennifer Sprague, or anyone else at the policy' olTiee of the 
I'nder Secretary of Commerce, NO.AA Office Public. Constituent and 
Intergovernmental .Alfairs. or Oilicc of Legislative .Alfairs. Ibis tneludes. but is 
not limited to. communications with subsidiary public afiairs oiTicers. federal 
scientists, luul memlieis of tlw media 

■ Any doeumems and communications concerning the press release's and other 
publicity materials prepared by NOAA public alYairs for the T"* International 
Caibim Dioside Confeience in 200y. 

• .Any diiciinieiiLs or commwiications that lay out NO,A,A*s media policy, and 
associated guidelines, prior to 2004. 


jV/f&L- 


• .Any and all communications regarding or containing the words “climate change." 
"hurricanes." or "global warming" generated by or received by Frica Hupp. 
Uretehcri Cuuk-.i\ndcr<>un, George fVutsch. Dssaync Brown. Glen .MohorK. IX'iai 
.Acosta. Dolores Beasley, or anyone ebc at NASA Public .Alfairs Headquarters. 
Ctiief of Staff Wfiite House I JaiMm office, or Office of the Administrator, fhis 
itK'ludes. but IS not limited to. communications with subsidiary public affairs 
officers, federal scientists, and members of the media. 

.After extensive tcicpboite ducussions clanty-ing the scope and purpose of GAP's 
request. NOAA provided nearly 2,000 pages of documents under separate coser on July 
31. 20Ub. and .August 6. 2006. In contrast, the N.AbA request yielded only nme pages of 
documenu - a copy of NASA's most recent media policy - on June 12. 2006. To date, 
the F.P.'A lias still not returned any responsive documenls nor is.sued a letter denying or 
closing Its search. 

Despite the olwioin failures of the FOl.A prtK'cvi in the N.'AS,A and F.PA requests, 
the NOAA request was also marked with signilicam irregularities. For e.xample. a 
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parallel disclosure of several hundred pages made directly to us by one Boulder scientist 
never arrived through the official FOIA channels. Overvvhelmingly, conversation strings 
between senior level officials and agency scientists or staff did not include the responses 
from the officials, including those at the Council on Environmental Quality and 
Department of Commerce. G.AP received no documents in response to the first two items 
of our supplementary request. Finally, the records were redacted without a specific 
explanation of what exemption justified each redaction as set forth in our request and 
required by law*°^ 

Similar irregularities also appeared in the disclosures generated by FOI.A requests 
from Paul Thacker'*’ and Greenpeace’®’. For e.xample, Thacker has received no 


™ 5 u s e, § 552(aX2). 

*“ Thacker NOAA FOIA request (December 16. 2005). From NOAA. Thacker requested all records 
pertaining to 

• Media outreach about climate change studies or studies that concern climate change from NOAA 

• All press releases and news stones about climate change and climate charge Judies from NOAA. 

• Any communications between scientists, the press office, and agency officials regarding their 
studies and the creation of media outreach, news stones, or press releases - specifically 
communications mvolving Thomas Knutson. Venkatachalam Ramaswamy. Ronald Stouffer, Kehh 
Dixon, Michael Winion. Kirsten Findell. Mike Spehnan. Richard Wetherald. Thomas Delworth 
and other GFDL scientists wcrkii^ on climate chaise topics. 

• Any communication within the press office regarding media outreach, news stories, and press 
releases on climate change topics at NOAA - specifically communications involving Jana 
Goldman. Ben Sherman, Kent Laborde. Michael Quigley. Jordan St John, and Scott Mullen 

For an outline of FOIA issues encountered by the Massachusetts’s Attorney General with CEQ in 2004, see 
http;//www,whitehousegov/ceq/foia/correspondence/appeal/masscar_appeal_corTespondence_9- 23-04, pdf 
(last visited March 24. 2007). 

^ On May 11. 2006. Greenpeace requested all records from January 2005 to present related to 


• Correspondence between staff members within the Climate Dynamics and l^ediction Group of 
NOAA’s Geophysical Fluid Dynamics Laboratory at Princeton and NOAA press officials or 
administrators concerning the link betw'een their climate phenomena research and human-induced 
greenhouse gases. Please include official statements and documents that reference CDPG research 
and the effexts of these staff members to make public statements linking their research to global 
warming 


• All documents and corre^xmdence directed at the following Climate Dynamics and Prediction 
Group researchers that reference any NOAA position on the link between climate phenomena and 
global warming. 


Thomas Delworth 
Keith Dixon 
Kirsten Findell 
William Hurlin 
Thomas Knutson 
Ronald Stouffer 
Mike Spelman 


Anthony J. Rosati 
C. Tony Gordon 
Rich G. Gudgel 
Matthew J Harrison 
Joseph J. Sirutis 
William F Stem 
Robert D Smith 
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documenu from NASA dexpilo ihc fact that he claiifled hU request for drat) press 
releases with NASA's Oeneral Cmmsel Funhefnii>re. in diseisssiiig the seemingly 
illegal NUAA ledactKMis with their (icneral Counsel. Iliackcr was told that Ihe 
Departnicnt of Justice lud been involved in screening the dLscInsures.’** 


RKhaid Wedicrald 
Michael Wuikxi 
Hym-Oul l.«e 
FuvongZai 
J Tony Bcesk) 
JamUi 


Andrew Watenberg 
Gshriel Vecdu 
Sauiqing /hang 


• Any NOAA documents, correspondence or inaienals that rrlmc lo the Geophysrcal Fluid 
Dynamics Laboruer)' sod the manner n which us Malf members are msmacied lo release 
fttatemenls or laeurch telaled lo clutnUe variabthly and glchul wanning 

Paul Thacker, communication with Maatianni (February 25. 2007) ncordenfib wrlft GAP. 

"‘Ibid 
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AppciMilx D: Iljickeround on Frdmil Climate Science Research 

Federal govemmem research into climate change is a large yet decentralized 
enleqirlse Oovcnniiinit cliiiude sciaitists are scattered ncruss several redenil 
departments, programs, and independent agcnctcs. 'I'hcir developmctit of high>tcch. 
satellite-based F.artli ohserA-ation instruments and sophisticated computer models over the 
past IcAv decades has helped translorm the global wanning hvpothesis into a testable 
scientific theory. These advances are the result of a significant investment of scientific 
work and .‘Vmericun taxpayer doilam. This section outlines the history, organizational 
structure, and funding of federal climate research. 

Huioty 


Scientific research into the nature of global climate change has long been 
recirgnized hy Congrevs as a national priisrity Tlie filohal Change Research 
Program (CSUCKF) svas created as a presidcnlial initiative in VJVf and subsequently 
codified by Congress in the Global Change Research .Act of 1990 (OCR A). The 
l.'SCX.'KP provided funding to several govemment agencies to undertake seicnIifK' 
research imo climate change. 

The GCKA mandated that the I'SGCRP and its alFiliated agencies prepare 
periodic scientific assessments of climate change and its likely effects ami suliniil them to 
Congiess, producing TnfomuUion teadily usable by polis-ymakers attempting to 
formulate effective strategies for preventing, miligaling. and adapting to the effects of 
global change '***’ The firel of Uicse reports, the S'ahonal AnessmetH of the Poivnliul 
Cont€qu€tK<t of Climtie I'anabilii)' and Chang*, was published in November 2000. 

In 2001. President George W. Ifush established the U.S. Climate Change 
Research Initiative (CCRI), with the goal of refocusing I’SGCRP resources to study 
"oieos of uncertainty (about global climate change seienec|" and identifying "prionty 
areas where investments can moke a difference." In 2002. the U.S. Cliniale Change 
SsiciK'c Program (CCSP) vsus formed us a successor to both the L’SUCRP and the CCRI. 
thereby becoming lesponaiblc for compliaiKC w ith the requirements of the GCR.-V. The 
CCSP is euncnily led by .Veting Director William Brennan, who is also deputy avsrstant 
secretary for international alfairs at the National Oceanic and .Atmospheric 
.Administration. 

The CCSP lias anmvunecd no plaiu to sponsor research for the congressionally 
mandated second national assossmenl rcpoil. and has instead decided to produce 21 
separate "synthesis and as.sessinenl" products in order to meet the scientific reporting 
requirements of the OCR.A. fhe first of these products. Tanperatun- Trendi In the Lover 
Atmoiph*rt: Sups for Understanding and Reconciling Diff^nces, was published in 


CUuhiU'htinge Keaeuieh Infmoatjun CHTioe (rK!KIO) 21X14 US rilulwl Change Keaovch /Vet of 
l990.PubbcUw I0I-«W(1I/I&1W) lOtStai 309d-3l(aimiifci«<riu 
http 'Avww gcno.oig'tgcacti990.hlnil (lost risited March 2A 2007) 

** Set hap .''Wivw clinwiescimoe gnv.'iihml'’acTt hsm (Ivit vniled Much 24, 2007) 
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April 2006. llie CCSP is also responsible for providing an annual report to Congress. 
Our Changing Planet, detailing the status of elimate science research and funding. The 
National .Academy of Sciences has convened a committee to provide advice to the CCSP 
regarding evaluation of its current goals and strategic planning for future priorities. 

Organization 

We estimate that more than 2.000 government scientists spend at lea.st part of their 
time researching climate-related issues. The agencies where most of the scientists are 
employed are: 


• National Oceanic & Atmospheric .Administration (NOAA) 

• National .Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) 

• U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) 

• U.S. Department of .Agriculture (USD.A) 

• U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 

• U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

• U.S. Department of Defense (DOE) 

The CCSP is responsible for coordinating climate science research at all of these 
entities except the DOD, which does not have climate change as a dedicated research 
program but does fund some climate science research. Climate-related programs also take 
place at the National Institute of Standards and Technology, the National Institutes of 
Health, the U.S. .Agency for International Development, the Smithsonian Institution, and 
the Department of Transportation. The CCSP also coordinates tliese programs, but they are 
either smaller research efforts, or are not primarily focused on basic climate science. 

Within each federal agency, climate research may take place in a numher of discrete 
departments and laboratories — sometimes dozens of locations within a single agency. 
Federal funding also supports hundreds of climate scientists at academic centers around the 
country. One of the biggest non-governmental climate research centers is the National 
Center for .Atmospheric Research, an organization of atmospheric and geoscience 
researchers who are funded by the National Science Foundation but are not government 
employees. 


Although it is difficult to briefly summarize the work of large federal agencies, 
below are e.xamples of the type of elimate research several agencies undertake:^ 

• Research at NO.AA focuses on developing a “predictive understanding of the global 
climate sNstem" by observing clim.ate variability and modeling both oceanic and 
atmospheric behavior. NOAA also aims to provide climate-related information 
“sufficient for making informed and reasoned decisions.” to a wide range of policy 
makers. 


sm 


See http://www.usgcip-govAisgcrp.''agencies'noaa.htni (last visited on March 24, 2007). 
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• NASA researchers gather data from space-based Earth observation satellites and 
use the results to help develop some of the world's most sophisticated climate 
models. NASA researchers also use this data to study a wide range of subjects 
related to global climate change, from clouds to solar irradiance to potential effects 
of global warming. 

• 'llie IX>E, througli its Office of Science and national laboratories, conducts research 
into the “effects of energy production and use on the global climate system, 
primarily through studies of climate response.” The DOE labs conduct basic and 
applied climate research, emphasizing new energy and carbon sequeshation 
technologies that could reduce emissioas of heat-trapping ga.ses. 

• The E'SDA’s .Agricultural Research Service focuses on how climate affects 
terrestrial systems, including the water and carbon cycles and species distribution. 
Tlie goal of this research is to plan for the potential effects of climate change on 
agricultural and forest systems. 

• The uses, in the U.S. Department of the Interior, conducts studies designed to 
“understand the interactions between climate. Earth surface processes, and 
ecosystems on time scales ranging from years to milleratia.” LISGS scientists 
obsers’e local trends in land use. hydrologic processes, and species diversity, 
providing information that can be used in climate research. 

• Climate change research at the EP.A focuses on “evaluating the potential 
consequences of global change... on air quality, water quality, ecosystems, and 
human health in the I'nited States.” 

• The DOD does not have a dedicated climate change research program, but does 
support targeted research that concurrently satisfies its national security mission. 
DOD climate programs include development of satellite-based observation 
systems, ocean modeling software, and polar regions research. 
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AppmdU E: Modri Media PolicY 
Stclion I: Purpose 

.01 11i» Order c8UbI»hcs ihu a8cnc>''s media policy governing media commimicaiioiu 
inchiding advimwica, prCM relcasen. .slalemenU. inlervieun, imm-a confercnceiv. and oilier 
related media contaeta. Public all'ain olliccs have been ealablished to I'aeililalc the active 
dKsemination of agency reteareh reaulla and to coordinate media and public relalioru 
aelivitica. A principal goal of public afTairs is to help the agency or program odiieve its 
vision of a belter informed society and of policy making based on sound and objective 
science. 

Sevlion 2: Rights 

.01 Scientists and other employees of the government have the fundamental right to 
cNprcss their peisonal mows, prostded they specify that they arc not speaking on behalf 
of. or as a representative of, the agency, but rather in their private capacity. So long os 
this disclaimer is mode, the employee is permitted to mention his or her iiislilulioiial 
afliliation and position if this has helped inform his or her views on the matter. The 
einplosec is allowed to make reavoiiable use of ageiK'y tune and resources for the 
purposes of expressing their personal views. i.e. accommodations comparable to what 
uiHild he allowed on other personal inatlers 

.02 Employees have the right of final review to approve aitd comment publicly upon the 
text of any proposed publication that signifK'anlly relics on or interprets llieir scientific 
research, idemities them at a lead author or contributor, or purports to represent their 
scientific opinion In the ca.se of nuihi-autlHu puhlications, procedures shraild he set up 
to allosv co-authors to have a meaningful right of review and comment. 

.03 final authority over the content of and parties to any particular media communication 
rests w ilh the reporter and the scientist he or she re(|uests. 

Section }; Responsibilittes 

.01 Public affairs it respoiuiblc tor 

a) pmmriling media attention on imptsrtjint scientific and institiaional 
developments. 

b) coordinating journalists and llie sources of information thev are 
looking for. and 

c) providing both reporters and scienli.sis with timely, accurate, and 
professional media assistance. 

.02 Employees are responsible for working with public affairs to moke significant 
research developments accessible and c-omprehensible to the public. 
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.03 Employees are responsible for the accuracy and integrity of their communications and 
should not represent the agency on issues of politics or policy without prior approval 
from the public affairs office (PAO). Employees are not free to disclose classified 
information unless authorized by the U.S. Government or federal statute. 

Section 4: Guidelines for Media and Public Interactions 

.01 To help public affairs best fulfill its respoasibilities. employees are asked to 

a) keep the P.\0 informed of any media interest or potential for interest 
in your work, subject to the protections of the Whistleblower 
Protection .■\ct 

b) notify the PAO of any impending media contacts and provide a recap 
aftenvards 

c) request press releases from the P.'\0 and submit drafts for review of 
their form and non-scientific content 

d) work witli the P.AO to review presentations or news conferences for 
their form and non-scientific content 

.02 Public affairs officers should 

a) respond to all media inquiries within 1 20 minutes during the workday 

b) do all they can to help reporters get the appropriate infomiation know 
the reporter's deadline to ensure timely response 

c) provide contact information where they will be available, even after 
hours, on weekends, and on holidays 

d) draft regional and national press releases whenever warranted 

e) en.sure a timely turn-around on press releases over no more than one 
week 

0 develop or coordinate the development of talking points in 
collaboration with the relevant experts for tlte release of scientific 
papers and other agency products 

Section 5: Media Coverage 

.01 In tlie spirit of openness, media representatives must be granted free access to open 
meetings of advisory committees and other meetings convened by this agency, as well as 
permission to reasonably use tape recorders, cameras, and electronic equipment for 
broadcast purposes. 

.02 The P.AO sponsoring or co-sponsoring a meeting may be present, or consulted, to 
undertake all responsibilities of a news media nature, including but not restricted to 
nece.ssarv' physical arrangements. 

.03 It shall be tlie responsibility of the serx'icing PAO to cooperate fully with and accede 
to all reasonable requests from news media representatives. In instances where conflicts 
or misunderstandings may arise from the expressed views, wishes, or demands on the 
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part of news media reprcsenUlives. sueh maners should be ref'ened at once to the 
Director for resolution. 

.04 'fhe PAO Director shall exercise lull authonty and assume icsponsibiltty for all 
decisions involving the news media and related activity. 

Stciion 6: Imtmal H*pomng 

.01 The iigeney will uirer on intemul dtselusive ssstem to allow for the einifidciilial 
reporting and meaningful resolution of inappropriate alterations, conduct or conllicts of 
interest that arise with regards to media communications. 

Anli-Oag Addendum and Helevant Statutory Highti 

These restrictions are consistent with and do not supersede, conflict with, or otherwise 
alter the employee oMigalions. nghts. or liabilities created by li.xecutive Oder No. 
12958; section 7211 of title 5, United Slates Code (governing disclosures to Congress); 
section 10.34 of title 10, United States Code, as amended by tlie Military UTiistlehlower 
Protection Act (governing disclosure to Congress b>’ members of the milttaiy); section 
2302(bX8) of title 5, United States Code, as amended by the Whistleblower Protection 
Act (giwetning disclosures of illegality, Witsle, fraud, abuse nr public lieahh >e safety 
threats); the Iniclligenee Identities Protection Act of 1982 (50 U.S.C. 421 et seq.) 
(governing disclosures that could expose eonridential Government agents); and die 
statutes which protect against disclosure that mas ctnnpnmiise tlie national security, 
including Kctions 641, 793, 794, 798, and 952 of title 18. United Slates Code, aiid 
.section 4(b) of Utc Subv ersive .Activities .Act of 1950 (50 1.t.S.C. 78.T(b)X The derinitions, 
requirements, obligations, rights. saiKiions. iiml liabilities created by said Exeetdive order 
and listed statutes are incorporated into this agreement and are controlling.": Provided. 
That notwithstanding the preceding paragraph, a nondfsclosure policy form or agreement 
Uint is to be e.xccuted by a person coimeeted with the conduct of an intelligeiH'e or 
intelligence-related activity, other than an emplovee or oniccr of the Ihited Stales 
Oovetnment. may cmitain provisions appropriate to tlie particuloi activity for which such 
document is to be used. Such foim or agreement shall, at a minimum, require that the 
person will not disclose any classifled information received in die course of such activity 
unless specifically aiilhori/cd to do sn by the United States (nnemnieni Sucli 
nondisclosure forms shall also moke it clear that they do not bar disclosures to Congress 
or to an authorized ofllcial of an cxcculivc agency or the Department of Justice that are 
essential to reporting a substantial violation of law. 

The WTiixtleblower Protection /\ct. 5 USC 2302(bX8), states that; 

(b) .-Any empluyee who hits authority to take, direct others to lake, recommend, or 
approve any- personnel action, shall not, with respect to such authonty - 


(8) take or fail to lake, or threaten to take or foil to take, a personnel action 
with respect to any employee or applicant for employment because of- 
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(A) any disctosiun; of uilbnnalion by an employee or applieamt 
\\hich the employee or applieani rvaxonabty believes evidenees - 

(i) a violaliufi of any lau , rule, or legiiilaliofi. or 

(ii) grou mi&managemenL a gross waste of funds, an abuse 
nf aullinritv, or a suhslaiitial and specific danger to public 
healtli or safety, if such disclosure is not specifically 
prohibited by law and if such infuimalKin is not speeilieally 
required by bxeculive order to be kept secret m the interest 
of national defense or the conduct of foreign aflairs: or 

(B) imy diselusurr to the Special Counsel, or to the Inspector 
General of an agency or another employee designated by the head 
of the ageitcy to receive such disclosures, of information which the 
employee or applicant teasmialily Iwlieves evidences 

(i) a violation of any latv. rule, or regulation, or 

(ii) gross mismiinagenk-nt. a ^irss waste of funds, an abuse 
of atnhoriiy. or a substantial and speeine danger to public 
health or safely; 

Ibc l.loyd-l jtfollelte Act, 5 1'SC 7211, states that: 

Tlie right of employees, individually or collectively, to petition Congress or a 
Member of Congress, or to furnish information to either House of Congress, or to 
a eommillcc or .Member iheteof. may not be mierfered with or dented. 



231 


Smoke, Mirrors 
& Hot Air 


How ExxonMobil Uses Big Tobacco’s Tactics 
to Manufacture Uncertainty on Climate Science 


Union of Concerned Scientists 
January 2007 




232 


& 200/ Union of Concerned Sdeniiiu 
All ri^u rrscrvnl 


'Ihc Union of Conceriiol Sdentuu U the 
leadinjr Kknce-bjued nonprofit working fi>r a 
hralliiy riivinmmrni and a uin vntrU). 

UCS combinei independent rcientific rcKarch 
and riiizrn action to develop innovative, practical 
lolutuiiit and tn.uiT cccpoiuiblc cliaiij^ in 
^wcmtncni polic)'. corporate practiccr. 
artd ronmmrr choicn. 


Union of Concerned Scieniini 
Twu Brattle Square 
Cambrid«^. MA 02238-9105 


Phone; 617-547-5552 
Far 617-864-9405 

Fanail: uci^naanaairg 



233 


Contents 

Executive Summary I 

Introduction 5 

Backgrouikli The paett about ExxonMobil 4 

'Die CM^nt of a Srrairiy 6 

ExxonMobil'* Dbinfofcuatton Campaign 9 

Punlng die Brake* on ExxonMobil'* Dblafbrmarioo Campaign 25 

Appmdke* 

A. Ibe Scientific Cooiciuus on Global Warming 29 

B. Groupi and Indlvlduali A»octaie4 with 

BxxnnMnbils Dvinfnnnatinti (ampaign 31 

C. Key Interrul Diaumrm* 57 

* 1998 *Glubhil Qiimie Science Team* memo 58 

* APCO memo to Philip Morrit itgarding the creation of TASCC 44 

• L>obrlacidcy olkiog poioif 49 

• Randy Randnl't February 2001, fan to the Riiith tram 

culling for WjLumV dcunmul 5 1 

• Sample mark up of Draft Sicaiegic Fim for the 

Qinutc Change Science Program by Philip Cooney 56 

* EnuU from Miron Ebdl. Compcrhhv Enierprbe Imtliute, 

to Phil Cooney 57 

58 


Endnote* 



234 


Acknowledgments 


Seth Shuifluo w» the lead liivc«i^oe aod pHnuiy authdf of thb rpon. Kaic Ahead 
and Aldrn Xlc^rr i:4>atributcd the hiul eKipfrc Kace Ahead. Dfenda Ekwunel. 
Mnnica la. Kaihrrinr Moerhri. Sinannr Shaw, and Anita Spins asimrd with 
irteaich. fact chechin^. and editing 

UCS vruuUl^ (u think Ken Danesw RruunJi Dun-tur for Aa»A&iTrci.arj^. 
for pcNBiin^ the author to nr^nal fminre riMterinl, Annie IVtinnIi for pnwidin^ 
input during inittal acoplng of the project, and the Naiural Reiouiccf Defcnae 
CMUkeil for iluriag POIA dixuiueou. UCS ia thankful to the iodividitaU and 
utpiniisiiioM ciwd in ihia trpurt who have rxpluird vanuiu atpeua of ExxnnXItihil'R 
tuodlag of ciimaie eontnriao* and the tobacco and cilmate link. 

UCS would ahu like to tlunk llie fuOuwiiig mdiviLlu.d» foe tlaeir helpful Lumiiieiiu 
on varkMit aapecta of the itpon: Naomi Oitakca. Rick PUct. jamet KleCaiihy. Don 
^X\ichhlei. Erik Conw^. Kevin Knohioch. Aldrn Xlcytr. and Peter PrurDhoir. 

We would alao like to acknowledge the InwUuahle rraource that hat heen created 
by the court ordered public diidoiure of tobacco induatry documenu. 

The lindingtand opinimu taj u iwed in ihia irpon do nni nrremrdy nilen the 
opinion of the reviewer* who provided eommcoi on its conteou Hoih the opinion* 
and the infomutioo conuioed herein are the aok reapoocibtlity of the Union of 
Concerned StirnistJL. 




IjCECimVIl SUMMARY 



• ty tw hAymIo 

jImUI At» ikt MM hJkfumkU 


• Akipird « ■up «t i^rmNltm LMmdtrtag 
iff wiil^ w fc f Tw i r m liwm m^I- 
fitfOtHrtri^rMfrd mriMp 
Mi 4mitm ihr pdUk. 


vffnni peer NvtrMil KknlU m 

U i rii r la Aril J iwa if M i« pMiwdr 

ihr iwAi mU At puMc A« Artr It siO 
«riMt A1 m» umIm ikti bwrakip 

fcwl fa>U lut <— »» A iwti to i t traaa p 

tai Ail hamaa ttmri MUBlap wA lim 

vfiwii >wiiPfwaiafc 

• A||IAif)tMi*A4* t^MnalllUl 

iailwi aAw «■ ^ri)ri w a iw ri ip «blt iwirimi 
■Hriniyt them Ar ariri far *wfcl arvivr* 



• tWai MirawrilMiiy sf*m t* A/ AaA 

■AmbMMMm I . • « Ir firAn) (tnlliir* Mi 

Atpr parmiarai tdimHuakaitnai m |M>tl 

■waAi^ 

TW irpon douanraai Aa.iofAr ArKln 
tjama w a— A wm Att—A— triiwutet- 
■Mttiiip ilMt i^iuj •MiMpataMrilf laAna 
iintUftaiaArThwitaipyiapaAMaat. Inaa- 

XliAl luilMMritil Amn 114 ariliua b ti w w 

I'/n Mil 2009 lot irttNMicaf iiliRA^ri Mil 
iAwtry MjpMltaiinM tiui MMiiftritr oMit* 
lalatf m At kaut. Mtaf ri Atir tapuriaalnat 
liMa m Mai t ifpl a p mi im Iiim IdtaAtl 
f lAtnioa cf vnMf a» toM, kotal 

aaraAtiK aai vitMUk oAIma. If pilAAlap 
itfuMhUop At ana pm ifrirw i «oAi ri 
t imA puiif (4 ««at4a LnntM 

Mntil <Ma4ol oqtaabMiMt koar ft u pp i d up 
jmI laylAwl awA lim Im kata iiirat Aai 
ky ayairih tli ai i ri oitaAu. 

NmiXliAI'. AaAiip«4t«AlakrJ 
iMilnMMai iAm miA la ktiitr uaitnuai akatt. 
prikki. tad aihariiipin m jAIicw |liAd wainK 
aipliaip^ailafMipnMMa Vtart'aMr atiMik 
lap ai iAaA|A^ tad tdmMT MpMtaaaMw M 
fimdart • daiidnmwttwi *titi(it^ wmAi loctM 
Aw Aji aaAfiBaAap. Tkte arMtiidy lataaM 
wai waMif mAm tniir ahta laAtd m Aampli 
a kaialri kat lA da >«d«tno n w inaait* m 
f arvMwt AacaJr*. Aa itiairp pforiA* * iwattitr 
*|NO«ritatf* piiUk ■Mtt ftr EainaMiAl Aa 
■aafca Ark tutrif* ti> deity mntaiafful tukiawi 
lAlitl aanaap m 4 Alfa Itrrf da |Mild« drktlr 



236 


3 I Ihum 9f Cmmmni JIM wm 


ud\td oil ihr ruthrr tlua fcuMrcl cm 

policy opdoa* co addrc*» die problefn. 

In jidcUcion. like Big Tobacco beforr it. 
EaxoiiXIubtl luft bern rnurnunuly mtteirful at 
mBurnLiiig the uinrni admifiiatralmn and kry 
memben of Ongnrm Documenn highlighted 
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Introduction 


E xxonMobil, the world’s largest publicly traded 
corporation, doesn’t want you to know the facts 
about global warming. The company vehemently 
opposes any governmental regulation that would 
require significantly expanded investments in clean 
energy technologies or reductions in global warm* 
ing emissions. That is what the public and policy- 
makers are likely to demand when they know the 
truth about climate science. Consequently, the 
corporation has spent millions of dollars to deceive 
the public about global warming. In so doing, 
ExxonMobil has underwritten the most sophis- 
ticated and successful disinformation campaign 
since Big Tobacco misled the public about the 
incontrovertible scientific evidence linking smok- 
ing to lung cancer and heart disease. In fact, as 
this repon shows, many of the tactics, and even 
some of the same organizations and actors used 
by ExxonMobil to mislead the public, draw upon 


the tobacco industry’s 40-year disinformation 
campaign. 

This report documents ExxonMobil’s central 
role in the current disinformation campaign 
about climate science, identifying the campaign's 
rationale, who’s behind it, and how it has been 
able — so far — to successfully mislead the public, 
influence government policies, and forestall fed- 
eral action to reduce global warming emissions. 

ExxonMobil's cynical strategy is built around 
the notion that public opinion can be easily 
manipulated because climate science is complex, 
because people lend not to notice where their 
information comes from, and because the effects 
of global warming are just beginning to become 
visible. But ExxonMobil may well have underesti- 
mated the public. The company's strategy quickly 
unravels when people understand it for what it 
is: an active campaign of disinformation. 
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The Facts About ExxonMobil 


E xxoiiXfobtl U A {>uwc(iul pUycf uo the wocM is)fnp4oy In 2005, the ciul u«c com- 

vt.iy.r. Ii u thr woHiTft liU|^ puhlitly inicind huMiao oT FjctofiMcibis product* g^anlinr, 

company: at $339 bUllon,' Its 2005 fruroucscY* heating ol. kerornc. dlrsrl products. aviMlon 

cccdcd the gross domcsii: produos of most of the fuels, and heavy fuels— resulted in 1,047 million 

worlds lutkins.’ h Is the most profiubk corpora- metric ions of carbon dtoxidc‘«|utvjlcni cmis- 

tkin ia liiMory. In i<X)S, ihr tompony nrtird $30 tiun*.^ If ii wa» u c:aiiBtry, EaxonNItdiil mnild 

hillina' — newly $100 million in pmiti rarhJgy, rank itxth In emhsion*. 

As the blggrn player in the world's gas and oil While some oil companies like BP. Occidental 

business. ExxonMobil is alio one of the world's Petroleum, and Shell have begun to invest in 
Urgesi pruduerrs uf ^ubul war iiung pulluiiun. Jrnii energy icvlinulupes and puMnJy Miniiiuiied 

Company nprrai inns dntie pumped the eqiiiva* rn rrdiimheirhrat-inippUigemi«iinns. Kxvnn- 

lent of 13$ million metric tons ol carbon dionidc XlobU has made no such commitment, 

into the atmosphere in 2004* and roughly the Lee Raymond, Exxonhiobil's chief escccutiw 

smr level of enussjnni in 2005. au;ofding la ulfkier (CEO) until 2006, wt a bniaritly uiuipulo 


Arsnual Emlanlon* ol Carbon CMoildo (dgolons) 
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ffxk. corpooK COCK on |)oM warmin|i. Dur* 
iQg hift iicjHy 13 ycjn m EnuoMutili Icjikn 
Rjymufiil uniilMUwfiiy uftpiard ui|m an uirban 
cUoxi<k cmUcktnt and rtuced (o acknrwrUdfgr 
(he ictcntiBc cocwcnsuc oo wa/min^ Under 
{UyinuacTftdinvliuu. EnouXlubd puiiliuonl 
ir«rt{, su hm) Knigrrwn ttf ihr Mw Ytrit Timei 
recently {mt it. as *aA enemy of the pbnet.** Noe 
only iImI be do nothing to curb his companys 
warming rtnkMuiu, during his tmiirr 
Raymond dK^effcd the eompany ot nearly all hs 
alternative energy holdii^' During his time 
as Cr.O» FjixuuMobil s hisiid lavUldy rrwaidrtl 
him with comprnsRtlnn amminring to mnir than 
$646 mSIloo.* When Raymond fetltrd at the 
end of 2005. he ireeivrd an exorbitant rtiirement 
puiiuiiy* wnnh nriarly $400 million. pram|nlng 
durp crnkiMit from durrholdrn-^ ExxonMobil 
is new headed by CEO Rex Tilknon. but the 
Lurporalr puln-iem Rayiiiund furgrd ri far rrituiii 
largely tninri. 

ExxonMobil has played the worid'i most active 
corporate rule in underwriting eCTorts to thwan 
and umirmiiae eiiiiuK liunge vguLukin. For 
inwance. according to the Center for Responsive 
Politics, ExxonMobil's PAC— lU political action 
committee and indtvidtsds affiliated with the 
rnmpany modr rrmfr than $4 million in polhirol 
contributions throughout the 2000 to 2006 eke- 
cioQ cycles. It was consistently among the top four 
rnrrpr leuuruinirdniiucwtii ihr 2(XH rlruion 
cycle alone. ExxonMobil's PAC and Individuals 
affiliated with the company gave $035j000 in 
poliCiLal koaiiibutions. iiioir iluo any uihrt 
energy rompany. Xhtrh nf ihoi mnrKy went in 


Thin rnport idnntiflnn how ntratoglon 
iirsd taolios used by ExxonMobil mirror 
tho woll-do€umontod campnign by tho 
tobacco industry to prevent govern* 
ment regulation by creating pubik 
confusion about the link botween 
smoking end diseeae. 

mm to Hrnidem Biiihseleciion campaign.*^ In 
addbion. ExxonXlobll paid lobbyists more than 
$61 mdlion between 1 990 and 2005 to help 
|>iin iSsesB lo key drLsaon makers. 

Ihb rqson dors nm mirmpf to dsed ll^r nn 
all EoonMobil activitki reiaced to global warm* 
mg. Instead, it lakes osi ui drplli luuk at Isuw dw 
rrlaiivrly mndrst tnvrament ofakcuii $16 millinn 
between 1996 and 2004 to select politkal organh 
aaiions' * has been remarkably effirctive at tmnu- 
fds.tunag un&rruiniy about dte is.irnldk. Luosen- 
tus nn global warming. It effirn examples in 
iDustratc how ExxonXIobil'i influence ewrkey 
admin isiraiioo ufficuls and members of Congress 
has fueled the disinfontutkwi rampaign and helped 
lofcstall federal actson to Kduoc global warming 
cmissiofis. And this leport identifies how straic* 
gses and usiiia used by ExurnKfabtl mirnir dtr 
sven-docummred campulgn by the tobacco Indus* 
try CO pievcnt government regulation by creating 
public ijonfusioQ oImiuI the link between sinuk* 
ingand dixnnr. 
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Hie Origins or a Strategy 


Wr $ 0 ill nntfr frmdmct nmd mMrUti m prtimti shwwn 

r# ^ th4 0 f Mtty $4rhm$ brnm^m 4iibmtnt. 

~ TOMCWO INDVSTKY CUUHII Tifc. 

'FKANK CTATEUtKT TO CICaRETTE SMOKERS* 
fURIl^llltl IN ln^4 ^ 


n in runpaign in amv iinmniniy oImmii ihr 

Kicniitv; evidence on global wanning, Exxon* 
Mobil htf Totlowed a corporate ftraiegjr pioneered 
by (lie 10U1U.U mduMry. Bcv^inc EttunMubd c 
strategy, tnrrira. and even anmr personnel draw 
heavily irocn (he tobacco industry’s playboolc, h is 
useful 10 look briefly at this cariier campaigo. The 
trulrinrai of the lawsuii brought by the attorneys 
general of <46 som lotred (he rm|or rohoreo cori' 
panics to place (hetr enormous caches of internal 
duLunietits irnlinr*^’ 'Tbauks to ilirar anJitvrs. the 
details of the trdiaren industry's eowrn Mrategy 
are nowelcat 

The story begins in the mid* 1950s when seko* 
uIk cvidriue be^n (oetiiergr linking siiioking to 
mnrer. The tohoceo industry s inttnil mfxiiiir was 
to fund a research eonsorilum. initially called the 
Tobacco Industry Research Committee and later 
kiiuwit as ifir VS, TuUmxo Insitiutc, to ‘study 
ihe issue.* In 1954, BlgTohnccn irlmird a semi- 
nal public document called the ‘Prank Statement 
to Cigarette Smokers * which set the industry’s 
tone for the coming decades. Ihii document i)ues- 
liuord tlir niieigingsuratifn. rvidnier of ihr 
harm unurd by smoking bui tried tn appear con- 
cerned about the Issue, pledging to the public that 
the industry would look closely at the scientlBc 
es'idcnie and study it llirrturlsem.^ 

As we now know. inbacrA industry lawyers 
advised the companies eady on that (hey could 


nenrr admit ihry were selling a hmrdniu pmdiiri 
without opening themscKes to potentially crip- 
piiiig lubility claims.'' So, rather than studying 
the liculih luAiids posed by iJicu prtMlucis, dir 
tnhsrco industry hired Hill A{ Knowitnn.a lead- 
ing public iclaiioos firm of the day to mount a 
public rclatioos campaign 00 their behalf. In a 
key nvnK>. Hill AC Kninriiun fuinrd ilw issue 
ihh way: *’Iheir b only one problem — confidence 
and how to establish in public assurance, and how 
to urair it,*'' In udirr words, dir lutMu.o uMiipa- 
nirs shniiid ignore the deadly health eflerts of 
smoking and locus Inncad on malnulnlng (he 
publics confidence in their products. 

As lime wrtii on, a sLimiifis. Lunariuus 
emerged about a mulihiide of arrintn dangrn 
from smoking— and the tobacco manufacturers 
knew iu Despite the evidence, the industry devel- 
oped a supli utiuitrd disuifotnuiiun campaign 
one they knew to he misleading — to decehr the 
public about (he hanrds of smoking and to 
lonrstail governmental coniiolf on tobacco 
consumption. 

HOW BIO TOBACCO’S CAMPAIGN 
WORKED 

In executing (heir calcubtcd strategy ovrr the 
Luunr of drwadcs. lubau.u industry cxccuiivn 
employed five main larttrc 
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* Ibcy sought CO mannficmrt nn<trtamty by 
nauifig (liMibu ubuui nvo ihr niuM iiuliiput' 
abk ackflilfk <vi<kBcc showing their produas 
to be hjuufdous to hunuQ health. 

* Thry ptuorrrrd u itnitrgy uf 
httndfHng"* In which they uacd^and even 
eovmly esublUhed — seeming Independent 
front org^niitiCKHis to nuke the itiJuacrys own 
eaar and ennrtior the piihlir 

* Ihey fr0m0fHl ind 

invested in auentific rrscaich in on attempt to 
lend Irgifimocy tn their puhlir rrbrMnsHforrv 

* they inempted to rttmt Ath^tte by 
charging that titc wholly iegitinute health 
enncemi raiord ahniic smoking wrar not 
boKd upon *>ound tcience ” 

* riaoUy. they 

mfnt tjfieiiAt and nvmhen of <>iogir*c \St(Ttik 
many corporationi and institutions seek acoest 
lugOveiniiieni.TubaixuVtiar and power 
it enormous Icwroge. 

In reviewing the tobaeco Industry's dblnlor* 
motion campaign, the 6 rtt thing to note U that 
the inhorrn cemipanim <)iiirkly rral'nrd they did 
not need to prove their products wear uiir. Rather, 
os intetaol ducumenu hove long same Kvrolnl. 
they had only to ‘maintain doubt* on the rien* 
ti 6 c fiont os 0 calculated strategy. As orse famous 
internal memo from the Brown Ac Williamson 
inhoero rnmpany put ti: "Dniibt h mir pmdtiri, 
since it is the best means of competing with the 
‘body of fiu' iJut exssu in the niimU uf die gen* 
era! puMkr. It b abo the meant of estaNbhing a 
controversy.*’* David Michaels, professor of occu* 
putKMijI iind nivnvitnrnuil lindili ui C«mrgr WvJi 
ington Universicy School ol IHiblic Heath and tor- 
iiin oMwuiii sevreLuy fur the ravitunttmt* lufcty 
and health ai the Department of Energy during 


the QiatoA admin iatneion. hat dubbed the 
strategy une uf ‘iiunuCiLiuriitg unscrtainty.*^’^ As 
Michaels has documented. Big Tobacco plonccfed 
the strategy and many opponenu of puMk health 
and environmental rrgiiloikMis have emuUred it. 

From the suit, the goal of the tobacco indus- 
try's disinfuitiutiun Lainpoigu was sun{de: to 

~Doubt in our product, nine# It in tho 
boot moonn of competing with tho 
'body of fact* that oalntn In tho mindn 
of tho gonoml pubHc. It It nino tho 
moans of establishing a oontrovoesy.” 

— nnOVN a WtLLUMSON 

undermine scientific evidence of the health risks 
of smoking in any way pcwuhle. Thus, fnr fnny 
years, the tobacco companies strove to manufac- 
lure duubf. uDceruiaty. and uHiiruversy about 
the dangers of smoking where Increasingly none 
existed. The companies publicly fought the cvh 
dense uf a link Ivtwern simdiingand lung cunter. 
They disputed the evidence of a link between 
smukiiig and heart dacuse. They i|ucs(iuneil llw 
srieniific evidence showing that nirmine was 
highly addictfvr. And they tried to raise uncer- 
tain ly abntii the acietiiifu: evnleme showing the 
dangers of secondhand smoke. No researeher or 
institution was immune from their tactics. For 
ifisume. as a iOOO irpurt fiwii tlie Wutld Ifeolllt 
(*>rganiiation dnaib, the tobacen rompantes went 
to extraordinary lengths to try to unde rmine the 
Kieniific ewdenie at thoi maiiiitiiNt. Hiey paid 
WHO employees to spread mblntormaiion. hired 
institutioiu and individuals to di«:irdit the inter- 
national ofptniiiuion, srerrtly funded reports 
deagned to distort scientihe studies, and even centn- 
ly iiMiiauml WHO itteriing^ aisd ujiilemitrs.*’ 
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Big Tobacco’s strategy proved remaricably suc- 
cessful; ’’doubt” turned out to be a relatively easy 
product to sell. Today, smoking continues to cause 
an estimated 5 million deaths per year woridwidc 
and some 45 million people in the United 
States continue to smoke^^ — both illustrations of 
the success of the tobacco companies’ campaign to 
prevent governments from implementing strong 
tobacco control policies. Meanwhile, the tobacco 


industry continues to be prohtable despite the 
multi-billion-dollar settlement of the U.S. states' 
lawsuit a^inst tobacco manufacturers. The 
"uncertainty” argument has also proved resilient. 
As Murray Walker, former Vice President of the 
U.S. Tobacco Institute put it when he testified 
under oath in a 1998 trial brou^t against the 
tobacco firms: ‘We don’t believe it’s ever been 
established that smoking is the cause of disease.”^^ 
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RxxonMohii.’s Disinhokmation Campaign 


VitHry wiU MchUvni u4Hn dvtrdgt citit*n$ "nn^itTtrmut' 
{rte9pii^) mnrtrtmmtin in Aimaie teienc*^ 

-IKTIRKAL MIMO lYTHI AMtRlCAH tlTAOtlUM INtTrTrrt. 


I n the Uu ]9S0», when the puMk hM be|^ to 
irji jhuut gkihil wjjiiuiig^ lumlitU (ud alnudy 
rnnHiirtnl mnir than armiiiry nt* tmrrh cmi iIw* 
Impact of' carbon dioxide on eanh* climate (ate 
Appendix A for mutt informitM>n). Aa the acknu 
nuunrd in tlw kite 1 *MQk, drluir. a kry uaiipunmi 
vi the virntihe pmrra, aiirfved among frpiiiahlr 
•cienebo about the acope of the problem and the 
rxtrni tu whuJi tiunuo taLtiviiy waa irapiNuiltlr. 
Ntukli (Utr the auiui uf akirtilifii. kouvrirdyqr obuul 
the health effretaof vnokingln the early I9y>t. 
emerging atudks euggested ciufc for concern 
but many icientUta justifubly argued that more 
meanli nrrdnl in hr dnne.^ 

Exxon (and later ExxonMobil), coocemed 
about poeeniial repercustiofi* foe it* buiii>e«*. 
argued fiuiii the *un that uo global vrar nmig 
tirnd exhted and that a link brcwrrn human 
activity and climate change could not be eaub* 
luhcd.** Juai aa the tobacco cooipanka inhialty 
mpofwied with a rnaltlkin loaddrrw the hratth 
effects of irrvdring, Exxon and the American 
rolcum Institute (an organisation twke chaired 
by fmrnarr Euun CEO Lee Rayinood) guard 
with other energy, aiunmatfvr, and industrial 
eotr^anle* to 1989 to form the Global Qlmate 
Couliteon.’' Ibc cod ition responded aggressively 
tu the emerging iLVUtifk. uudvs about fijulul 
warming by opposing gcMrmmennl action 
designed to addreu the problem. 


Drawing on a handful of •cieDt46e spolcci* 
people liufif^ tile early and nud- 1 99U*. the Global 
( JltitMe (^itinn rmphascped the nrmaining iin.> 
certainties In climate Klenee.^ Exxon and other 
members of the couJHiofl challenged the need for 
atsiim un glulnd warming by denying its nUteiue 
as wril an cha nn ir f wi ng|^obai warming aa a naiiial 
phenomenoD.^ As Escon and its proxies mobi- 
lued furus tu (iM doubt un gjoUil warniing, liow- 
ever, a ssscnlific tamvtisus was rtucrgttig liial put 
their arguments on exrepflnnally ihaky sciefitific 
ground (see Appendix A). 

MANUFACTURING UNCERTAINTY 
By 1997. scleiitific undemanding that human- 
caused emissions of heat-trapping gaKs were 
uiusuig gfuUit wanning led to ilie Kyoto Proto- 
col. In which the maforky of the world* indiisirt- 
albed Ballons committed to begin reducing their 
global wanning emissions on a specified limeublc. 
In rrspnnir to both the airngth of the acieniiftc 
evidence on ^nhal warming and the govern men- 
tal action pledged to address k, leading od com* 
pomes luJi as British Fktrulrum. Slirtl, and lexacu 
chauigrd their uanrr on climate science and 
abandoBcd the Global Climie Coalition.^ 

ExxonMobil chose a difTcrcni path. 

In 1V98, ExxonMobil helprd uiale a sitxdl 
task foire calling kaetf the ‘Global Oimare bclence 
Team” (GOT), Membeo included Randy Randol. 
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ExxonMobilssmior environmental lobbyist at 
the time, and Joe Walker, the public relations rep- 
resentative of the American Petroleum Institute.^* 
One member of the GCST task force, Steven 
Milloy, headed a nonprofit org;anizaiion called the 
Advancement of Sound Science Coalition, which 
had been covertly created by the tobacco compa- 
ny Philip Morris in 1993 to manufacture uncer- 
tainty about the health haxards posed by second- 
hand smoke.’* 

A 1998 GCST task force memo outlined an 
explicit strategy to invest millions of dollars to 
manufacture uncertainty on the issue of global 
warming’’ — a strategy that directly emulated 
Big Tobaccos disinformation campaign. Despite 
mounting scientific evidence of the changing cli- 
mate, the goal the team outlined was simple and 
familiar. As the memo put it, “Victory will be 
achieved when average citizens understand (recog- 
nize) uncertainties in climate science“ and when 
public “recognition of uncertainty becomes part 
of the 'conventional wisdom.'”’^ (For full text 
of the memo, see Appendix C.) 

Regardless of the mounting scientific evidence, 
the 1998 GCST memo contended that “if we can 
show that science does not support the Kyoto 
treaty. ..this puts the United States in a stronger 
moral position and frees its negptiators from the 
need to make concessions as a defense against 
perceived selfish economic concerns.*” 

ExxonMobil and its partners no doubt under- 
stood that, with the scientific evidence against 
them, they would not be able to influence repu- 
table scientists. The 1998 memo proposed chat 
ExxonMobil and its public relations panners 
“develop and implement a national media rela- 
tions program to inform the media about uncer- 
tainties in climate science.*” In the years that 
followed. ExxonMobil executed the strategy as 
pbnned underwriting a wide array of front organi- 
zations to publish in-house articles by select 


scientists and other like-minded individuals to 
raise objections about legitimate climate science 
research that has withstood rigorous peer review 
and has been replicated in multiple independent 
peer-reviewed studies — in other words, to attack 
research findings that were well established in the 
scientific community. The network ExxonMobil 
created masqueraded as a credible scientific 
alternative, but it publicized discredited studies 
and cherry-picked information to present mis- 
leading conclusions. 

INFORMATION LAUNDERING 
A close review reveals the company’s effort at 
what some have called “information laundering”: 
projecting the company's desired message through 
ostensibly independent nonprofit or^nizations. 
First, ExxonMobil underwrites well-established 
groups such as the American Enterprise Institute, 
the Competitive Enterprise Institute, and the 
Cato Institute that actively oppose mandatory 
action on global warming as well as many other 
environmental standards. But the funding doesn’t 
stop there. ExxonMobil also supports a number 
of lesser-known or^nizations that help to market 
and distribute global warming disinformation. 
Few of these arc household names. For instance, 
most people are probably not familiar with the 
Anterican Council for Capital Formation Center 
for Policy Research, the American Legislative 
Exchange Council, the Committee for a Con- 
structive Tomorrow, or the International Policy 
Network, to name just a few. Yet these organiza- 
tions — and many others like them — have received 
sizable donations from ExxonMobil for their 
climate change activities.’^ 

Between 1998 and 2005 (the most recent year 
for which company figures are publicly available), 
ExxonMobil has funneled approximately $16 mil- 
lion to carefully chosen organizations that promote 
disinformation on global warming.’* As the New 



245 


jMwAfiMvvvni M/MfwXJp I // 


yprk Dmn has rrforccd. bcx^nMohll Is nfirn the 
siaj^ brgitii corpooic doctor to imitf of these 
nnnprafii orjpntysaintiv rir<|iirnihr arcniiniing fnr 
tnoit than 1 0 percent d their annual bud^ta^ 
(For CDorr deuiled infuftmiioA. see Appendix B. 
TaWe I.) 

A dose took at the work ot these or|aniuitons 
exposes ExxonMobil's siratey^r. Vinisdiy oU uf itwni 
publish aird pubtleiar the work of a nearir identl* 
ca! group cf ipokcspeopie. Indudltrg Kkntiiu 
who tnisir])rnrnt prcr-rrvirvmlcluiuir rindiiiga 
and cooluse the publk'i undemanding of ^ohal 
warming. Most cf these organixaiionsabo include 
tlinr Kinir tndividiuiU » biurd ntrnilien or 
sdentiSc advisers. 

Why would ExxonMobil opt to fund so many 
groups with nvrrlapping sprtkeapeupir and prog- 
rams* By generouity funding a web of organita* 
tiofu with redundant person rteh advisoa. or 
fpokeipeople, ExxonMobil can quletK andeffee* 
thely provide the appearance of a broad pUtform 
for a t^t-knii group of vocal dimace scaence 
rnmiarnns. The serming dhersity of the nrgani- 
xailons creates an *echo chamber* that amplUics 
and sustains scaentiSc disinformatioo even tboupb 
many of the aurniont have hem rrpearedly de- 
bunked by the sckntlhc community. 

lake, fur example. F.xxuaMobirs ruiidiiig of a 
Wsshiogion. LX'duised organtaation called Fron- 
tkrs of Freedom.* Begun in \906 by former Sen- 
atur Xlokulin Wallop. Frunlirts of Frarduiii was 
founded to promote property rights and critique 
cDvironmcotal itgulacioos like the Endangered 
Spn in At4.^^ One of the gniup's aolt mrtnben. 
an economlfi named Myron Ebdl. later served as 
a member of the Global Oinutc Sckoce Team, 
the small task foire that laid nut FanuwiMabils 
1998 message rtraiegy on ^obal warming. Fol* 
lowing the oudinc of the task forces plan in 1998, 
ExxnnXInbd began funding Frnntim of Freedom 
— a group that Vice PscRdcnt Dick Cheney 


Th« n^tvrork ExxonMobil croatod 
masqueraded as a credible Mien- 
ttfk alterr>ativ«, but It publlcizod 
discredrled studies and oherry- 
picked Information to preaent 
misleading conclusions. 

recemty rolled *an aaive, intelligrtit. and needed 
presence in the national debate.*^ 

SiDix 1998, ExxudMubil has spent S8S7,000 
to underwrite the Frontiers of Freedoms climate 
change effort!.*' In 2002. for example. Exxon- 
Xfubil itsair a gram to Fruniirn of Freedom uf 
$252jOOO“ (nearly a third of the organ but Ion's 
annual budget) to help Launch a new branch of 
the ofginizifiAn railed the Outer for Science 
and Ftibllc Policy, whkh would focus primariiy 
on climate change. 

A rrieiit van to ihr urginiaiiion's wrbsar 
hnds tifile Inlormatlon about the background or 
work of the Center for Seknee and Fublic Poli- 
cy.*^ The welwiie ulTrcK n<> mrminn nf iu siolf or 
board members ocher than its current executive 
diftetor Robert Ferguson, for whom it offen no 
hingyaphiral information. As of September 2CX)6, 
howc^tr. the webike did prominently featutc a 
38-page non-peer-rrvicwed report by Ferguson on 
dtmaie srlrnre, heavily laden with mops, graphs, 
and charts, entitkd ‘Issues in the Current State 
of CliiibUc Surnke: A Guide for Rdky Mokris 
and Opinion Leaders'*** Ihe document offers a 
hodgepodge of dtstorttonsand distractions posing 
os a Ktsma aLwaldk irview. Fngusun tfursiiuns 
the dear dan showing that the majortty ei the 
globes idaskisaje in irticai by feebly arguing that 
not all glis ien luvr been tnvrniorirtl. desfviie the 
monitoring ol thousands of glackn worldwide.*' 
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And. in an attempt to dispute solid scientific 
evidence chat climate changp is causing extinctions 
of animal species, Ferguson offers the non sequi* 
tur that several new butterfly and frog species 
were recently discovered in New Guinea.^ 

Perhaps most notable are Fergusons references, 
citing a familiar collection of climate science con-- 
trarians such as Millie Soon (see p. 30 for more 
on Soon). In fact, although his title is not listed 
on the organizations website. Soon is the Cen- 
ter for Science and Public Policy’s "chief science 
researcher," according to a biographical note 
accompanying a 2005 Wall Street Jourtta\ op-ed 
co-authored by Ferguson and Soon.^^ Ferguson’s 
report was not subject to peer review, but it is 
nonetheless presented under the auspices of the 
authoritative-sounding Center for Science and 
Public PoIk:y. 

Another or^nization used to launder infor- 
mation is the George C. Marshall Institute. Dur- 
ing the 1990s, the Marshall Institute had been 
known primarily for its work advocating a "Star 
Wars" missile defense program. However, it soon 
became an important home for industry-financed 
"climate contrarians," thanks in part to Exxon- 
Mobil’s financial backing. Since 1998, Exxon- 
Mobil has paid $630,000 primarily to underwrite 
the Marshall Institute’s climate change effort.^ 
William O'Keefe, CEO of the Marshall Institute, 
formerly worked as executive vice president and 
chief operating officer of the American Petroleum 
Institute, served on the board of directors of the 
Competitive Enterprise Institute, and is chairman 
emeritus of the Global Climate Coalition.^* 

Since ExxonMobil began to support its efforts, 
the Marshall Institute has served as a clearing- 
house for ^obal warming contrarians, conducting 
round-table events and producing frequent publi- 
cations. Most recently, the Marshall Institute has 
been touting its new book, Sljattered Comefisus: 
The True State of Global Warming, edited by long- 


time climate contrarian Patrick Michaels (a 
meteorologist). Michaels has, over the past several 
years, been affiliated with at least ten organiza- 
tions funded by ExxonMobil.^^ Contributors to 
the book include others with similar affiliations 
with Exxon-funded groups: Sallie Baliunas, Robert 
Balling. John Christy. Ross McKitrick, and Willie 
Soon’^ (for details, see Appendix B, Table 2). 

The pattern of information laundering is 
repeated at virtually all the private, nonprofit 
climate change programs ExxonMobil funds. The 
website of the Chicago-based Heartland Institute, 
which received $1 19.000 from ExxonMobil in 
2005,^ offers recent articles by the same set of 
scientists. A visit to the climate section of the 
website of the American Legislative Exchange 
Council, which received $2A 1 ,500 from Exxon- 
Mobil in 2005,^’ turns up yet another non-pecr- 
reviewed paper by Patrick Michaels.^ The Com- 
minee for a Constructive Tomorrow, which 
received $215,000 from ExxonMobil over the 
past two funding cycles of 2004 and 2005,^ 
bt^ts a similar lineup of anicles and a scientific 
advisory panel that includes Sallie Baliunas. Robert 
Baiting. Roger Bate. Sherwood Idso, Patrick 
Michaels, and Frederick Seitz — all affiliaied with 
other ExxonMobil-funded organizations.^ 

A more prominent organization funded by 
ExxonMobil is the Washington, DC-based Com- 
petitive Enterprise Institute (CEI). Founded in 
1984 to hglu government regulation on business. 
CEI started to attract significant ExxonMobil 
funding when Myron Ebell moved there from 
Frontiers of Freedom in 1999. Since then, CEI 
has not only produced a steady flow of vitupera- 
tive articles and commentaries attacking global 
warming science, often using the same set of global 
warming contrarians; it has also sued the fed- 
eral government to stop the dissemination of a 
National Assessment Synthesis Team report 
extensively documenting the region-by-region 
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impaci* of dlriMio chinf)c In the Uolicd 
Fof ki dforo. CEI Um rccciwd mofc dun S2 mil- 
linn in riindin^ fmm FjixnnXliibtl fmen 199H 
dirouf^i 2005.* 

Ihc ifooy all thc<c efforts is that Exxon- 
Mnhil, a ccMnpatty that rlairru m H drrliratrd tn 
supponln^of|;anteiifiofl«faoorln|i‘fire market 
sduiioos to public poikf problems,*** is actlvdf 
propping cip diirirditrd tfiidin and mislnsding 
Infofmation dui would otherwise new;r thrive In 
the scicflcihc markcipUce of ideas. Hie tactic is 
■ern cirady In FjcKonMabil's hacking a ( a wrhMie 
called lech (Central Suilon. which portrm Itsell 
as a media outlet but is. Ui fact, part of a corpo- 
rate PR machine that hHp&carporainnsltke 
boconMobi) to get ihelr message out. 

Tech Central Station (which ncccived S9S.OOO 
in funding fmm F.sxnnX1nbil in 2005) isa weh- 
htsed hybrid of quafi>)oumalbm and lobbying 
dul lirlps ExxunXIubtl wuiiipictr the unJr of its 
dldnformation campaign.*^ '(he website Is nomF 
luUy *hosted* by James K. Glasimao. a former 
jouriuliii.^ Dui despnr CLusttuns public face. 
Tech Ontnl Stailofi was publiahed (until it was 
sold in September 2006) by a public idactons 
him usllrd die DC( Ctuup, whiJi is a negiitercd 
bnonMohll lobbying hrm.^ 

A Tech Central Station dlscbsmer states that 
dir unlmc |uuriiai • piuud uf iisvurponsir spun- 
son (ifieltiding hxxonMobil) but that *the opin- 
ioni expccsicd on these pages ase solely those of 
dir wnim aisd not nciA^uily of any uirpuratum 
oc other organ bMiloo.*** In praalce, the opposite 
is trxte. Although Tech Central Station i content is 
dtessrd up as mdrpriidroi news aiia.irs» the DCl 
Croup esrablisKed the ourhi to allow corporate 
clicttu and their surrogates to communicate 
difccdy lu dse public. Pnrdkaably, Tech Ceoiral 
Srarion contributors on the global warming issue 
are the familiar spclcespcoplc from ExxonXlobii- 


Although Tnch Onntml $t«tlon*t 
conteni in dronnod up ira inde- 
p«nd«nt nwwn nrticint. thn DCl 
Group eotsibliohod lh« outfit to 
allow cofporato cllonta and thoir 
surrogates to communicate 
diroctly to tha public. 

funded organ irarinns. tnciiiding Sallie Rolniniu, 
Robert Railing. David Legates, Patrick Michaels. 
U^ille Soon. Crofgr Taylos, and odirts.^ 

b h also no airprisr that the DC! Cimips <iwn 
literature bcoiu chat it specialiacs in what it calls 
*ctfrpurair grasaruuis Ljnipuigns'* and "diinl patty 
suppt'n* for corporate clients, both code words 
for the esublishmcoi and use uf front orguiiza- 
ttnns in disaeminaie a rompany’s fnesaage>^ Hse 
group f managing panners. Ibm bynhont. Doug 
Goodyear, and Tim 1 lyde, each honed their skills 
in ihii arm over thernunr of neuriy a drrade 
working tor the tobacco hrm RJ. Reynolds.** 
Synhont was a *ficld coordinator* for R.j. Reyn- 
olds. hruding up wnik for the company on issues 
such as naie. local, and workplace smoking bans.^ 
Goodyear worked for a PR firm called Volt Klein 
and Asuv-iotes that helprd wt up a fake grassroots 
opcrwlons on behalf of RJ. Reynolds." And Hyde 
served as senior director of puUac issues at RJ. 
Reynolds fmm 1 9XR to 1 997» mr nreing adl of 
the company's PR campaigns.^* 

Confounding the matter further ia Exxon- 
XtobiTs funding of raublished irvunrh iimautions 
that seek to better undencand Klence. policies, 
and technologies to address global warming. Dor 
example, FjcxnnXInbils corporate citisrn rrpcm 
for 2005 states? 
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Our climate research is designed to improve 
scietttific understanding assess policy options, 
and achiet>e technological hreahthroughs 
that reduce CHG (green house gas or global 
warming} emissions in both industrial and 
det>eloping coimtries. Major projects have 
been supported at institutions including 
tise Australian Bureau of Agricultural and 
Resource Economics, Battelle Pacific Northuest 
Laboratory, Carnegie Mellon, Charles Rwer 
Associates, the Hadley Centre far Climate 
Prediction, Internationa! Energy Agency 
Greenhouse Gas R&D Programme, Lamont 
Dolserty Earth Observatory at Cohmibia Uni- 
ffersity, Massachusetts Institute ofTecImology, 
Princeton, Stanford, TIse University of Texas, 
and YaUP 

In its most significant effort of this kind, 
ExxonMobil has pledged $100 million over ten 
years to help underwrite Stanford University’s 
Global Climate and Energy Project.^ According 
to the program’s literature, the effort seeks to 
develop new energy technologies that will permit 
the development of global energy systems with 
significantly lower global warming emissions.”^* 
The funding of academic research activity has 
provided the corporation legitimacy, while it 
actively funds ideological and advocacy organ iza> 
lions to conduct a disinformation campaign. 

PROMOTING SCIENTIFIC SPOKESPEOPLE 
Inextricably intertwined with ExxonMobil’s 
information laundering strategy of underwriting 
multiple organizations with overlapping staff is 
the corporation’s promotion of a small handful 
of scientific spokcspcopic. Scientists are trusted 
messengers among the American public. Scientists 
can and do play an important and legitimate role 
in educating the public and policymakers about 
issues that have a scientific component, including 
global warming. Early on, Exxon (and later 


ExxonMobil) sought to support groups that 
worked with the handful of scientists, such as 
Frederick Singer (a physicist), John Christy (an 
atmospheric scientist), and Patrick Michaels, 
who had persistently voiced doubt about human' 
caused global warming and its consequences, 
despite mounting evidence.^ 

However, to pull off the disinformation 
campaign outlined in the 1998 GCST task force 
memo, I'AXonMobil and its public relations part* 
ners recognized they would need to cultivate new 
scientific spokespeople to create a sense among 
the public that therc was still serious debate among 
scientists. Toward that end, the memo suggested 
that the team “identify, recruit and train a team of 
five independent scientists to participate in media 
outieach. Tlicse will be individuals who do not 
have a long history of visibility and/or participa- 
tion in the climate change debate. Rather, this 
team will consist of new faces who will add their 
voices to those recognized scientists who already 
are vocal.”^* 

By the late 1990s, the scientific evidence on 
global warming was so strong that it became dif- 
ficult to find scientists who disputed the rcality of 
human-caused climate change. But ExxonMobil 
and its public relations partners persevered. Tlte 
case of scientists Willie Soon and Saliie Baliunas 
is illustrative. 

Soon and Baliunas are astrophysicists affiliated 
with the Harvard'Smithsonian Center for Astro- 
physics who study solar variation (i.e., changes in 
the amount of energy emitted by the Sun). Solar 
variation is one of the many factors influencing 
Earth’s climate, although according to the IPCC 
it is one of the minor influences over the last cen- 
tury.^ In the mid-1990s, ExxonMobil-funded 
groups had already begun to spotlight the work 
of Soon and Baliunas to raise doubts about the 
human causes of global warming. To accomplish 
this, Baliunas was initially commissioned to write 
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several articles for the Marshall Institute positing 
that solar activiry might be responsible for global 
warming.^’ With the Baliunas articles, the Mar- 
shall Institute skillfully amplified an issue of minor 
scientific importance and implied that it was a 
major driver of recent warming trends. 

In 2003, Baliunas and Soon were catapulted 
into a higher profile debate when they published a 
controversial review article about global warming 
in the peer-ieviewcd scientific literature. Writing 
in the journal Clitmte Research, the two contrar- 
ians reviewed the work of a number of previous 
scientists and alleged that the twentieth century 
was not the warmest century of the past 1,000 
years and that the climate had not changed sig- 
nificantly over that period.^ The Soon-Baliunas 
paper was trumpeted widely by organizations and 
individuals funded by ExxonMobil.*^ It was also 
seized upon by like-minded politicians, most 
notably James Inhofe (R-OK), chair (until Janu- 
ary 2007) of the Senate Environment and Public 
Works Committee, who has repeatedly asserted 
that global warming is a hoax. Inhofe cited the 
Soon-Baliunas review as proof that natural vari- 
ability, not human activity, was the “overwhelm- 
ing factor” influencing climate change.*' 

Less widely publicized was the fact that three 
of the editors of Climate Research — including in- 
coming editor-in-chief Hans von Storch — resigned 
in protest over the Soon-Baliunas paper. Storch 
stated that he suspected that “some of the skeptics 
had identified Climate Research as a journal where 
some editors were not as rigorous in the review 
process as is otherwise common” and described 
the manuscript as “flawed.”*’ In addition, thirteen 
of the scientists cited in the paper published a 
rebuttal explaining that Soon and Baliunas had 
seriously misinterpreted their research.*^ 

The National Research Council recently exam- 
ined the large body of published research on this 
topic and concluded that, “It can be said with a 


Inextricably intertwined with 
ExxonMobil's information laundering 
strategy of underwriting multiple 
organizations with overlapping staff 
is the corporation’s promotion of 
a small handful of scientific 
spokespeople. 

high level of confidence that global mean sur- 
face temperature was higher during the last few 
decades of the 20th century than during any 
comparable period during the preceding four 
centuries. ..Presently available proxy evidence 
indicates that temperatures at ntany, but not 
all, individual locations were higjier in the past 
25 years than during any period of comparable 
length since A.D. 900.”** The brouhaha in the 
scientific community had little public impact. 

The echo chamber had already been set in 
morion reverberating among the mainstream 
media,*^ while the correction became merely 
a footnote buried in the science sections of 
a few media outlets. 

This controversy did not stop Soon and 
Baliunas from becoming central “new voices” in 
ExxonMobil's effort to manufacture uncertainty 
about global warming. Both scientists quickly 
established relationships with a networic of or- 
ganizations underwritten by the corporation. 
Over the past several years, for example, Baliunas 
has been formally affiliated with no fewer than 
nine organizations nrceiving funding from Exxon- 
Mobil.** Among her other affiliations, she is now 
a board member and senior scientist at the Marshal] 
Institute, a scientific advisor to the Annapolis 
Center for Science-Based Public Policy, an advi- 
sory board member of the Committee fora Con- 
structive Tomorrow, and a contributing scientist 
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to the online forum Tech Central Station, all of 
which are underwritten by ExxonMobil.*^ (For 
more, see Appendix B, Table 2.) 

Another notable case is that of Frederick Seitz, 
who has ties to both Big Tobacco and Exxon- 
Mobil. Seitz is the emeritus chair of the Marshall 
Institute. He is also a prominent solid state physi- 
cist who was president of the National Academy 
of Sciences (NAS) from 1962 to 1969." 

In an example of the tobacco industry's efforts 
to buy legitimacy, the ci^iette company R.J. 
Reynolds hired Seitz in 1979." His role was to 
oversee a tobacco industry-sponsored medical 
research program in the 1970s and 1980s.^ *They 
didn’t want us looking at the health effects of 
cigarette smoking,” Seitz, who is now 95, admit- 
ted recently in an article in Vanity Fair, but he 
said he felt no compunction about dispensing 
the tobacco company's money.^* 

Wliilc working for R.J. Reynolds, Seitz over- 
saw the funding of tens of millions of dollars 
worth of research.’^ Most of this research was 
legitimate. For instance, his team looked at the 
way stress, genetics, and lifestyle issues can con- 
tribute to disease.^* But the program Seitz over- 
saw served an important dual purpose for R.J. 
Reynolds. It allowed the company to tout the 
fact that it was funding health research (even 
if it specifically proscribed research on the health 
effeas of smoking) and it helped generate a 
steady collection of ideas and hypotheses that 
provided “red herrings’* the company could use 
to disingenuously suggest that factors other than 
tobacco might be causing smokers’ cancers and 
heart disease. 

Aside from ^ving the tobacco companies' 
disinformation campaign an aura of scientific 
credibility, 5ieitz is also notable because he has 
returned from retirement to play a prominent role 
as a global warming contrarian involved in organi- 


zations funded by ExxonMobil. Consider, for 
instance, one of Seitz's most controversial efforts. 
In 1 998, he wrote and circulated a letter ask- 
ing scientists to sign a petition from a virtually 
unheard-of group called the Oregon Institute 
of Science and Medicine calling upon the U.S. 
government to reject the Kyoto Protocol.^ Seitz 
signed the letter identifying himself as a former 
NAS president. He also enclosed with his letter a 
report co-authored by a team including Soon and 
Baliunas assening that carbon dioxide emissions 
pose no warming threat.^ The report was not peer 
reviewed. But it was formatted to look like an article 
from The Proceeding of the National Academy of 
Sciences (PNAS), a leading scientific journal. 

The petitions organizers publicly claimed that 
the effort had attracted the signatures of some 
17,000 scientists. But it was soon discovered chat 
the list contained few credentialed climate scien- 
tists. For example, the list was riddled with the 
names of numerous fictional characters.’^ Like- 
wise, after investigating a random sample of the 
small number of signers who claimed to have a 
Ph.D. in a climate-related field. Scientific American 
estimated that approximately one percent of the 
petition signatories might actually have a Ph.D. 
in a field related to climate science.’’ In a highly 
unusual response, NAS issued a statement dis- 
avowing Seitz's petition and disassociating the 
academy from the PNAS-formatted paper." 

None of these facts, however, have stopped organi- 
zations, including those funded by ExxonMobil, 
from touting the petition as evidence of wide- 
spread disagreement over the issue of global 
warming. For instance, in the spring of 2006, 
the discredited petition surfaced again when it 
was cited in a letter to California legislators by 
a group calling itself “Doctors for Disaster Pre- 
paredness,” a project of the Oregon Institute 
of Science and Medicine. 
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SHIFTING THE FOCUS OF THE DEOATE 
Onr pmcninrni mmpnnmi n^FjcsanMahils 
dblnl'ormatlon rampai^n aii glnhai ararmin^ b 
the almost uoanlmouicafl for^vound ickDcc’by 
tiir ur)^iiia>iiiuoa U funih,^ Ljkr ihr BuiJi atlnim 
iMmioai ‘Hnliliy Foiru” pnij^rani, which nudu 
a pUfi CO Augntcflt the nllyifi|eaQ for 

*iou5d acknee” bjr Hxxofihtohilduaded orpDist* 
tkORf k a cicwf Afld fcuiiipulat'ivr coi«i. It ihtTu 
liw ftiuta uf the itrUair away rnwii FjauaXIubil’a 
ImpoflfMc behavior nrpfdln^^ohal warmln|; 
coward a poiicivc cooecfi of “louAd ackoce.” By 
keeping the douMMou fucuard oo refiiiuigai.iru* 
tihr iinckraanding. Fxtt>nMnhi) hrlpt drby artlnn 
to reduce heai-t rapping emkfloaa from liaeom- 
pony and prodiacu indciioitety. Bur flumplc. like 
ihr i4>inpuny UarlC ExxonMubit rundnl ui^ni- 
aanlATu miirinrly ennemd, drtpke all rhe solid 
evidence to the concrary. choc ackocUta doo^ 
kniiw enough alunn glotiul warming (a lunify 
ttihatambi trduriinna in beat-tnpplngemiasinnt. 
Aa ExxonMobil expUina promiacntly on the 
t.uiiipaaya webaiir: 

WhiJf aft€utNtHt$ /mcA tu ttmt of tbt 
IPCC {htter f o twm mmtsi Ame/ «rr CJtmsIo 
Ch^tmft} /wve eyrwaWgr w iiiy rmtfJrmr 
that rveenf warming tan ht nmihttutl to 
mtroam in j grwr wA a w e gfnf** time tomlmtom 
refy on export jmipnent rather tium ohfeeiiite, 
repro^mtibie natisticai meHtoHt. Taken tofether, 
gtf/N in the ftientifie hath fir theorefkat 
tiimate moJeh and the interplay ofitga^eant 
natnrat ranaltitt f make it eery dt^nii to 
determine objeetietiy die extent to ndrieh 
rteent eihnate thanget migftt he the restdt 
of fmman *"* 

In contraai. U of the world'a mafor national 
ackntdic os^ademks iaaued a joint iUtemcot in 
200S that deehinrd. *'nie arirnrifir iindrnaanding 
of cltmaie ehangc h now futheieniiy clear to 


Th« nilhrlng call for ‘Sourad 
ncionco” by ExxonMobil-fundoel 
orgonizaitiono I* n elovor nnd 
mnnipuintivo covor. 


fuaiify natkiRf taking prompt action. It i» vital 
that all naiiooa identify coat^cfTective itcpa that 
they u«n take now to 4.uairibuir to Milnuniiol and 
Inng'term trdnciian in net ^nhal girenhouar 
emiaaiotu."’* 

There ia no denying due the uak of denund' 
Ing ‘leruiniy* in every asprti cd' our ■.imiifK. 
undemanding of gfohal warming h a thetorically 
cffcctivt one. If nuoufacturrd uncciuincy and 
gowiiiinrnLd iiULiiou is the guul* acirmx will 
argiahly never he *sniind ennii^ * nr lOO perrem 
erruin. to juaiify auioo to protect puUk health 
ut ilir enviiounient. 

Again, rhe tnharm indnstry paved the way. 

The calculated call for *aoun4 acknee” waa auc- 
ccaafully uaed by tobacco firma aa an integral pan 
ed a tolnacco enmpany a pinnerriiig ‘inromunkm 
laundering* acheme. Aa we new know from inter- 
nal tobacco induatfv documenta, a umpalgn to 
denund ‘sound H.irn^* wa» a key |Mrf ofa aintf- 
egy by the eigarme maniifactufrr Philip Morria 
to ercJie uoeenainty about the aekntUic evidence 
diacoae to ‘accond-hanfr tobacco smoke, 
known in the induatry aa ‘environmental tobacco 
uiiukr" or ETS.'^ Toward dm rod. tii 1 W.i, 
Philip Morris covrnly ctrated a fmnt organirarion 
calkd ‘The Advancement of Sound Seknee 
OmUihmi" Of TASSC*® 

In setting up the nrgannatinn, Philip Morris 
took every prccauiaon. The company opted nor 
to use ka legular public itlaiiona firm. Buraon- 
Marueller. ihwMag inslcvsl APCO Anoicuies. a 
subcidiarT of rhe international adornkingand FR 
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firm of GCI/Grey Associates. For a sizable retain- 
er> APCO agreed to handle every aspect of the 
front organization. 

As part of the plan, APCO focused on ex- 
panding TASSC s ersatz "membership” and raising 
small amounts of additional outside money in 
order to conceal Philip Morris’s role as its founder 
and exclusive underwriter. A 1993 letter from 
APCO on the eve of TASSCs public unveiling 
explains that, despite the appearance of an inde- 
pendent nonprofit group, APCO would “oversee 
day-to-day administrative responsibility” for run- 
ning the organization and would draft "boilerplate 
speeches, press releases and op-eds to be utilized 
by TASSC field reprcsentatives” to further Philip 
Morris’ goals.*®* 

The public relations firm introduced TASSC 
to the public through a decentralized launch out- 
side the large markets of Washington, DC, and 
New York in order to “avoid cynical reporters 
from major media” who might discover the truth 
that the organization was nothing more than a 
front group created by Philip Morris. Top Philip 
Morris media managers compiled lists of reporters 
they deemed most sympathetic to TASSC’s mes- 
sage.*®^ But they left all press relations to APCO 
so as to, in the words of one internal memo, 
“remove any possible link to PM.”*“ 

The TASSC campaign was a particularly obvi- 
ous example of information laundering. But it 
also represented an important messaging strategy 
by using the concept of “sound science” to attach 
Philip Morris’s disinformation about second-hand 
smoke to a host of other aniiregulation battles. 
Philip Morris sought to foil any effort by the En- 
vironmental Protection Agency (EPA) to promul- 
gate regulations to protect the public from the 
dangers of ETS. But the company realized that 
it could build mon; support for Us discredited 
position that ETS was safe by raising the broader 
“sound science” banner. As a result, it took stands 


against government efforts to set safety regulations 
on everything from asbestos to radon. “The cred- 
ibility of EPA is dcfeatable," one Philip Morris 
strategy document explained, “but not on the 
basis of ETS alone. It must be part of a large 
mosaic that concentrates all of the EPA's enemies 
agiainst it at one time.”’®' 

The important point in reviewing this history 
is that it is not a coincidence that ExxonMobil 
and its surrogates have adopted the mantle of 
“sound science.” In so doing, the company is 
simply emulating a proven corporate strategy for 
successfully deflecting attention when one’s cause 
lacks credible scientific evidence. From the start in 
1993, in TASSC’s search for other aniiregulation 
efforts to provide political cover, the organization 
actively welcomed global warming contrarians 
like Frederick Seitz, Fred Singer, and Patrick 
Michaels to its scientific board of advisors. Thanks 
to the online archive of tobacco documents, we 
know that in 1994, when Philip Morris developed 
plans with APCO to launch a TASSC-like group 
in Europe, “global warming” was listed first 
among suggested topics with which the tobacco 
firm’s cynical “sound science” campaign could 
profitably ally itself.*®® 

Given these historical connections, it is 
disturbing that ExxonMobil would continue 
to associate with some of the very same TASSC 
personnel who had overseen such a blatant and 
shameful disinformation campaign for Big Tobac- 
co. The most faring of ExxonMobil’s associations 
in this regard is with Steven Milloy, the former 
executive director of TASSC. Milloy’s involve- 
ment with ExxonMobil is more than casual. He 
served as a member of the small 1998 Global 
Climate Science Team task force that mapped 
out ExxonMobil’s disinformation strategy on 
global warming. 

Milloy officially closed TASSC’s offices in 
1998 as evidence of its role as a front organization 
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began to surface in the discovery process of litiga- 
tion against Big Tobacco. Thanks in part to Exxon- 
Mobil. however, the “sound science" disinforma- 
tion campaign continued unabated. Resuscitating 
TASSC under the slightly altered name The Ad- 
vancement of Sound Science Cen/er (rather than 
Coalition). Milloy continues to operate out of 
his home in Maryland. Between 2000 and 2004, 
ExxonMobil g 3 Ve $50,000 to Millers Advance- 
ment of Sound Science Center, and another 
$60,000 to an or^ization called the Free Enter- 
prise Education Institute (a.k.a. Free Enterprise 
Action Institute), which is also icgistcied to 
Milloys home address.'®® According to its 2004 
tax return, this group was founded to “educate the 
public about the American system of free enter- 
prise," employed no staff, and incurred approxi- 
mately $48,000 in expenses categorized as “pro- 
fessional services.""® 

In addition to serving as a columnist on 
FoxNnvs.com, Milloy is also a contributor to Tech 
Central Station and an adjunct scholar at the 
Competitive Enterprise Institute, both funded 
by ExxonMobil. 

The irony of the involvement of tobacco 
disinformation veterans like Milloy in the curient 
campaign ^inst global warming science is not 
lost on close watchers. Representative Henry 
Waxman (D-CA), for instance, chaired the 195)4 
hearings where tobacco executives unanimously 
declared under oath that cigarettes were not addic- 
tive. As Waxman marveled recently about the 
vocal contrarians like Milloy on global warming 
science: “Not only are we seeing the same tactics 
the tobacco industry used, we're seeing some of 
the same groups.""' Of course, unlike the tobacco 
companies, ExxonMobil has yet to receiwr a court 
order to force to light internal documents pertain- 
ing to its climate change activities. Nonetheless, 
even absent this information, the case could 
hardly be clearer ExxonMobil is waging a calcu- 


Given these historical connections, 
it is disturbing that ExxonMobil 
would continue to associate with 
some of the very san>e TASSC 
personnel who had overseen such 
a blatant and shameful disinforma- 
tion campaign for Big Tobacco. 


latcd and familiar disinformation campaign to 
mislead the public and forestall government 
action on global warming. 

BUYING GOVERNMENT ACCESS 
Tobacco companies have historically been very 
successful at cultivating close ties in government 
and hiring former government officials to lobby 
on their behalf. This list includes, among others. 
Craig Fuller, who served in the Rea^n and Bush 
administrations, and former GOP chair Haley 
Barbour as well as former Senate majority leader 
Geoi^e Mitchell, who was recruited in 15)97 by 
the tobacco industry firm Verner. Liipfcrt, Bern- 
hard, McPherson, and Hand to help negotiate 
a settlement."^ 

When it comes to exerting Influence over 
government policy, however, ExxonMobil, in its 
global warming disinformation campaign, may 
have even surpassed the tobacco industry it so 
clearly emulates. During the 2000 to 2006 elec- 
tion cycles, ExxonMobil’s PACand individuals 
affiliated with the company gave more than $4 
million to federal candidates and parties.'" 
Shortly after President Bush’s inauguration, 
ExxonMobil, like other large corporate backers in 
the energy sector, participated in Vice President 
Dick Cheney's “Energy Task Force" to set the 
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administiaiions goals fora national energy plan.'*^ 
ExxonMobil successfully urged the Bush adminis* 
cration to renege on the commitments to the Kyoto 
Protocol made by previous administrations.**^ 
Paula Dobrianksy. who currently serves as under- 
secretary for global affairs in the Sure Depanment 
and who has headed U.S. delegations negotbting 
follow-ons to the Kyoto Protocol in Buenos Aires 
and Montreal, explicitly said as much in 2001. 
just months after she had been confirmed by the 
U.S. Senate. Dobriansky met with ExxonMobil 
lobbyist Randy Randol and other members of the 
Global Climate Coalition. Her prepared talking 
points, uncovered throu^ a Freedom of Informa- 
tion Act request, nrveal that Dobriansky thanked 
the group for their input on global warming policy. 
One of her notes reads: “POTUS [the President 
of the United States] rejected Kyoto, in part, 
based on input from you."*** 

A Freedom of Information Act request also 
revealed that in February 2001, immediately 
following the release of the authoritative 2001 
report on global warming from the Inter^svem- 
mental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC),“^ 
ExxonMobil successfully lobbied the Bush admin- 
istration to try to oust the chair of the IPCC. In 
a memo sent to the White House, Randol com- 
plained that Robert Watson, who had chaired the 
IPCC since 1996, had been “hand-picked by Al 
Gore."*** Watson is an internationally respected 
scientist who has served as the director of the 
science division at NASA and as chief scientist 
at the World Bank. His work at the IPCC had 
met with widespread international approval and 
acclaim. Nonetheless, the ExxonMobil memo 
urged: “Can Watson be replaced now at the 
request of the U.S.?"**’ At its next opportunity, 
the Bush administrations State Department 
refused to le-nominate Dr. Watson for a second 
five-year term as head of the IPCC, instead 
backing an Indian engineer-economist for the 


post. In April 2002, lacking U.S. support, Dr. 
Watson lost his position as chair.*^ The Bush 
administration’s move outraged many in the 
scientific community who saw it as a blatantly 
political attempt to undermine an international 
scientific effort.*^* At the time, however. Exxon- 
Mobil's behind-the-scenes role in the incident 
remained seenrt. 

Meanwhile, in an equally consequential 
recommendation, the 2001 ExxonMobil memo 
suggested that President Bushs climate team hire 
Harlan Watson (no relation), a staff member on 
the House Science Committee who had served as 
a climate negotiator at the 1992 Rio Eanh Sum- 
mit for the administration of Geoige Bush Senior 
and had worked closely with members of Con- 
gress who opposed action on global warming.*^* 
Shortly thereafter, the Bush administration an- 
nounced Harlan Watson's appointment as its chief 
climate negotiator. He has steadfastly opposed 
any U.S. eng^ement in the Kyoto process.*” 

As successful as ExxonMobil’s efforts to lobby 
the Bush administration have been, perhaps even 
mote striking is the way the company’s disinfor- 
mation campaign on global warming science has 
managed to permeate the high^ echelons of the 
federal government. Between 2001 and 2005, 
the nerve center for much of this censorship and 
control resided in the office of Philip Cooney, 
who served during this time as chief of staff in the 
White House Council on Environmental Quality. 
Thanks to a whistle-blowing researcher named 
Rick Piltz in the U.S. government’s interagency 
Climate Change Science Program who resigned 
in protest over the practice, we now know that 
Cooney spent a significant amount of time cen- 
soring and distorting government reports so as 
to exaggerate scientific uncertainty about 
global warming.*” 

Cooney, a lawyer with an undergraduate 
degree in economics, had no scientific credentials 
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Amerkaa IVtrotcum Initkirte. the oil iaduitry 
lobbjr that worked with ExxociMubil ia 1998 
to tlmtop 4 ghihol watrniajt d»infu«itulnja 
canipiaiita. la that uifui^icf. GxMiey irr^vd 4* 
a "clinuie tejin Irader* avking lo prrvrai ihr 
gnvrmmefic fmm rnierin^mioaay kind of 
iotcmaiioBal agrtemem orciuctia| aay domn> 
tk IcfttfbtMM that might lead to maadatorv limiu 
Oil global warming enuuioai.'’’ After loiaiag the 
White Houie uafT in I , (^aotiry funhrrrd 
much the came work agenda from rhe top rankt 

the Buih admlalnniloB. 

During ha tenure. Cooney altered and 
(.unipruiiturd thr aLeiinay vf ournrruua (dTiLial 
Miirniifit rrpima on iJirruie change auund by 
agcacici of the federal gourmmeaL'* For la* 
uaau. ia 2002, ae U.S. g^wrramrat Kientou 
acruggted lu fioaliar the Oinuic Oungr Swicoie 
Prugrama uranrgk' pian. (looney dramatkally 
altered the document, edklog h heavily aad 
repeatedly laieniag qualUylng words to create 
an unwarranted aura of n:icntt& uneeriaiaty 
ahous global warming and iu impliuukoM,'* 

(Srr Appendix C for aamplr rdk.) 

As Rick Flhx explained la his mignacioa lener 
when he exposed Coone/s clfom. the i^mmeni 
agencies had adapred to the environment created 
within the Bush admi nisi ration by *eag^Bg in a 
kind of aniicifiaimy irlf-ceiwunlijp on dm atsd 
wantsiic mhrr inaitm irrii as politically snwiiivr 
under thh admJnbtrscion.” Ihien beyond the 
outr^t suppression and distortion by Cooney 
and others, according to Pilu. this icif-cefaorship 
on llir pan uf carrrt pfuiriuuoak inatked one of 
the mow kisidiniis and "delneriniit inHomre* (d* 
the adminhrmtion'* on climate irseareh eHom 
within the government.^ 


An nueconnlul an ExxonMoMI'* 
afforts to lobby tho Buah admlniatra- 
Uon havw bwan, partiapa ovon mora 
atrikirm la tha way tha eomiNiny^ 
diain formation camiHiIgn on global 
warming aclonco hat managod to 
pormoata tho htgboat ocholona of 
the fedorol government. 


On June 10, 2005. Ooney migned. rwn 
days after the Mw ^ard Ttma first lepocted Pihz’s 
tcvelatiooi. Despite the suspicious timiag. die 
Wluie HutMT iiautird ilui Cuonry's rcsignaiioa 
was tinirUted to Piltr’sdiarhwiarc.'* Hut k was 
not surprising «d)CD Cooney announced, one 
week after he left the While ! louse, that be was 
uccrptmg a liigh rankiog public ■’laiioni pusi- 
liun M FainnMohil.*^ 

One of the most damning incidents Involving 
Cooney also iOuiitates the extent of EnooMobil s 
influence over the Doth adminotration policy on 
global warmings In Nfay 2002. tlir adminatraiion 
iniird the *U.S. (nimsie Anlnn Rrpon.* which 
the U.5. State t>cparTmcBt was obligated by i iracy 
to file with the United Nattoni. htag^ ekmenu 
of die report wrtr bused on an lO'depth. pert- 
reviewed government ttsra/ch report analyzing 
the poieoiul cfTcvU uf global wanning in die 
United Sifltex. 1hai irpon, titled Nmkmal 
AnesHnent of the Horemkil Coosequenees of 
Qimate Variability and Chai^.**'* predates the 
Bush admin iaicaliiM) and lud alirady been ai> 
tacked by EzauuXiubiU^ Tlw icpsirt grnrrated 
widesporad headlines awh os one in the N/v \Mr 
Dme proclaiming: ‘Oimate Changing. US Says 
in Repon."*’' 
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No[ surprisingly, ExxonMobil vociferously 
objected to the conclusion of the multi^ency 
“Climate Action Report" that climate change 
posed a significant risk and was caused by human- 
made emissions.'^^ Concerned about the matter, 
Cooney contacted Myron Ebell at the Exxon- 
Mobil-funded Competitive Enterprise Institute. 
"Thanks for calling and asking for our help," Ebell 
responded in a June 3, 2002, email to Cooney 
that surfaced as a result of a Freedom of Informa- 
tion Act request-*^* Ebell urgpd that the President 
distance himself from the report. Within days, 
President Bush did exactly that, denigrating the 
report in question as having been "put out by 
the bureaucracy."*^ 

In the June 3 email, Ebell explicitly suggests 
the ouster of ihen-EPA head Christine Todd 
Whitman. "It seems to me that the folks at the 
EPA are the obvious fall guys and we would only 
hope that the fall guy (or g^) should be as high 
up as possible." Ebell wrote. "Perhaps tomorrow 
we will call for Whitman to be fired."*’^ Sure 
enough. Whitman would last for less than a year 
in her post, resigning in May 2003.*^ Finally, 
Ebell pledged he would do what he could to 
respond to the White Houses request to "clean 
up this mess."*” 

A major piece of Ebell s “clean-up" effort 
presumably came on August 6, 2003. when the 
Competitive Enterprise Institute filed the second 
of two lawsuits calling for the Bush administra- 
tion to invalidate the National Assessment (a 
peer-reviewed synthesis report upon which the 
U.S. Climate Action Report was based). The CEI 
lawsuit called for it to be withdrawn because it 
was not based upon “sound science."*^ 

Given the close, conspiratorial communication 
between Ebell and Cooney that had come to li^t, 
the lawsuit prompted the attorneys general of 
Maine and Connecticut to call upon the U.S. 
Justice Department to investigate the maner.*^* 


However, the Bush administration Justice Depart- 
ment, then led by John Ashcroft, refused to launch 
such an investigation, despite the fact that the 
Maine and Connecticut attorneys general stated 
forcefully that the evidence suggested that Cooney 
had conspired with Ebell to cause the Competi- 
tive Enterprise Institute to sue the federal govern- 
ment. As Maine Attorney General Steven Rowe 
noted: "The idea that the Bush administration 
may have invited a lawsuit from a special interest 
group in order to undermine the federal govern- 
ments own work under an international treaty 
is very troubling."**^ 

A key piece of evidence, unnoticed at the 
time, strongly suggests just how the scheme fit 
together. In 2002, in a move >drtually unprece- 
dented in its corporate giving program, Exxon- 
Mobil offered an additional $60,000 in support 
for the Competitive Enterprise Institute — 
specifically earmarked to cover the organization's 
un^cified "legal aaivities."*^^ 

In addition to a high level of administration 
access, ExxonMobil has cultivated close relation- 
ships with members of Congress. In July 2005, 
ExxonMobil’s generous campaign contributions 
paid off when Congress passed the Energy Policy 
Act of 2005. This bill, modeled on the Presidents 
2001 energy plan, provides more than $7.4 bil- 
lion in tax breaks and subsidies to the oil and gas 
industry over 10 years and excludes any provi- 
sions that would mandate reductions in U.S. 
global warming emissions.**^ 

Joe Banon (R-TX), chair of the House Energy 
and Commerce Committee from 2004 through 
2006 and the lead author of the 2005 energy bill, 
has received more than $1 million from the oil 
and gas industry over the course of his career, 
including $22,000 in PAC contributions from 
ExxonMobil between 2000 and 2006.'^’ In addi- 
tion to shepherding through the massive oil and 
gas subsidies in that bill. Representative Barton 
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has played a key role in elevating misleading in- 
formation and delaying congressional action on 
global warming. Before he became chair of the 
full committee in 2004, Barton chained the Energy 
and Air Quality Subcommittee. In that capacity, 
he stated at a March 2001 hearing that as long as 
he was the subcommittee chair, regulation of 
global warming emissions would be 'olf the table 
indefinitely." As Barton put it: “I don’t want there 
to be any uncertainty about that.”’**^ In his capac- 
ity as chair of the full committee. Barton has held 
true to his word, holding only two climaie-rriaicd 
hearings, both aimed at attacking reputable 
climate scientists.’^ 

In February 2005, the American Petroleum 
Institute — of which ExxonMobil is a powerl'ul 
member*^ — contacted members of Congress to 
raise questions about aspects of two climate studies 
from 1998 and 1999.*^^ In June 2005, Represen- 
tative Barton followed the oil industry's lead, 
sending letters to three climate scientists — Drs. 
Michael Mann. Raymond Bradley, and Malcolm 
Hughes — as well as the Intergovernmental Panel 
on Climate Change and the National Science 
Foundation, questioning many aspects of these 
studies. The letter to the scientists requested a 
vast amount of data and information related to 
their research over die past 15 years. Wliile Rep. 
Bartons request specifically targeted the results of 
the so-called "hockey stick” studies (a 2,000-year 
record of Northern Hemisphere temperature), 
it also demanded a significant amount of data 
irrelevant to that set of peer-reviewed studies. 

Wliile a spokesman for the representative 
claims he was only "seeking scientific truth,”’^ 
Barton seems to willfully misunderstand that the 
findings of the study in question are only one 
among a large body of evidence that support the 
scientific consensus that global warming is under 
way and that human activity is contributing sig- 
nificantly over the past several decades. Rather 


**The idea that the Bush adminis- 
tration may have invited a lawsuit 
from a special interest group 
(ExxonMobil-funded CEI) in order to 
undermine the federal government’s 
own work under an international 
treaty Is very troubling.” 

— STEVEN ROWE. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL. MAINE 


than basing his inquiry on a careful review of 
peer-reviewed scientific literature or documents 
from leading scientific bodies like the National 
Academy of Sciences, Barton cited a Wall StrM 
/owrw/r/ editorial as his primary source of global 
warming information. 

The scientific community has weighed in 
strongly. The National Academy of Sciences and 
the American Association for the Advancement 
of Science — which rarely take stands on Congres- 
sional investi^tions — sent letters of concern to 
Barton, as did twenty leading climate scientists. 
Representative Sherwood Bochlen (R-NY), chair 
of the House Science Committee, and Represen- 
tative Waxman (D-CA), then ranking member on 
the House Government Reform Committee, both 
submitted letters protesting the tone and content 
of this investigation. 

Despite this response. Representative Barton 
held two hearings in July 2006, both aimed at 
attacking the Mann study. Not surprisingly, the 
witnesses invited to testily at the second hearing 
included John Christy, who, as detailed earlier, is 
one of the scientists affiliated with ExxonMobil 
funded organizations — the Competitive Enter- 
prise Institute and the George C. Marshall Insti- 
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iul« MtJ Sf(f>}icii Ntvluiyir. a aiiiuii(( rimi- 
rivr xiim oHiiiaicd with the XIanhall iDStniir. 

Kicaowhilc. the moit vocal opponent cocU* 
mate Aaioo in the Sciutc k jamci laho4c (R-OK). 
chair- -umil Janiiar^r 2007 —of ihr Fnvimnmrnt 
an4 Public WoHu Commkuc. He adanantlT 
(knic» the reality of global warming and hat prt* 
vruied umttilrraiiun of Uiiniir bilU by h» cum- 
mirtee during hit tenuira* chair from 2003 to 
2000. la September 2005. he went to far at to 
invite M^url Crikhtim. a mJchlc Option writer, 
in lewify at a Kraring on ctirrair srirore and 
policy. Driplie Crlchton't lack of expenhe. he 
anempicd lo undermine peer-reviewed dtmate 
trinicr in lih iniimnny. Inhofr wat aim a 
copUiaidf in the hm Compeihlve Eaterpritc 
liutitutc lawMit. Bled in 2000. which anempied 
lo bar ihr distributian or tiar of the Nalkinal 
Asaenmenr. Senator Inhofe hat received a tora) of 


SS47*lii fruni EaaunXfubd and uclien in ilir ud 
and gas bidimry over the con nr of hit cairer.^** 
Lice Big Tobgcco before it. ExconMoba hai been 
cAormuuily tucccttiul at iollueocing the current 
adminwraiion and key memben of C'^itgrrsb 
Prom MccesduOy recommending the appoint- 
ment of key personnel in the Buih adminiitfa- 
lion, to ujurdiiuiing lU duinfuriiankin lauria 
on global warming with high-cinking Bush admin- 
iteration penonnd. to funding climate change 
konlcaiuuu in Cungneta* Euu nXIubi] and it* 
pmiie* havr eirrtrd eiiiaordinaiy inflnenre mrr 
the policlet of the U.S. gowctnineni during the 
Buih admin iitracioD. Ibe ccay lelacioiwhlp Exxon- 
Mnbd eninyt with pnrrniiirnt oITk tilt has enalded 
the corponuion to work effectively behind the 
tcroct to bloJc federal polkiet and shape go^m- 
mrnt cmninimiaiiioiuan glahil warming. 
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Putting the Brakes on ExxonMobil’s 
Disinformation Campaign 


/#r M»«rr timn tww tiecmJn, EjanmMahti iatnii$t» h»p* ear»fmUf ituMtil mnJ 
t¥ 0 rktdu m^m4 mn^nfmtding^f H»4 iitmt dimatt <hitngii. 

IVXONMnilt VIRMII. ?no*^ 


In SrpirmhcT 2006. rhc Rnjral Soclrr^. Rrimini 
premier icknd&c academy, rent a letter (o Exxon* 
Xlubil ur|;u)g llw uJiiip^ny lu Mup fuadin^ tlic 
dneen* of ymips iprr«din| dbinfomurlon on 
|;lobal warmiap and also icroaply erickiacd ihe 
i.ufnpiui/ft "iiuiLuiMlr aad nialradiiig* publiL 
MMemrnti oa |k*bal warming.^’* bocoriMobil 
responded by defcodiri|( the itatemertt in lu 2005 
Corporate Ciiiacnihip Report ilul icvnldH. un* 
eertalnriea make it Viy dlffieiilt to determine ob* 
kcthurly the otteat to arhich treent cllmite chan^ 
mif(ht be the ouult of huimn aaioria.*’^ 
ever. EnonXIobkl aUo umrA thai ii has napped 
fundini; the Competitive Enterprise lanltute. al* 
though h U unclear vrhether iu support is discon- 
tinned pemvineniiy. F.tthrr way. as of thU pub- 
lication date, this commitment leaves Intaa the 
rest of ExxonXIobiTs carefully constructed echo 
rhaffiher of clircutr disin formal inn. 

Ihe unprecedented letter from the Briihh Royal 
Sucieiy demonstrates the level cf frustration among 
srirmhxs ohmn EaeonXInbilli Hfom to manii6M:> 
cure iineenalnty about global warming Exxon* 
Xfobtls dismissive response shows that more pats* 
siirr is needed to arhievr a iral change In the 
company's kiMiIcs. 

*nic time is ripe to coll for a dramatic shift 
in RnnnXInbilsstanrr on global warming After 
nearly U years. Lee Raymond, on outspoken 
enemy of enrirunmentol scgulition. stepped down 
at ilv end nf 2005 and the company promoted 


Rex nilrimn m the position of CB<.>. While 
IHIcrson has been lesscontronuiional than his 
prcdrunsui uu dw idubul woiiiiuig issue, hr has 
yet to make ml eommltmenu on global warm* 
lag bk has an opponunky to implemcni key 
Juagrs 111 EsauiiXIobd'ii Jiiiuir iJuiigr oi-tivim 
and should be encouraged to do so ih rough s 
wide varkty of approaches: congresrionaj action, 
sluirhiililn cngigenvtsi. media au.uutitability. 
and eonuimer aerlon. 

CONGRESSIONAL ACTION 

Fleeted ollir feds can and should osaen their 

Independetiee from ExxonMobil In several ways. 

Ov«rttI(|l)l 

Lawmakers should condua oversight of Exxon* 
Mubils disinfomuiiott campaign os well os iu 
eiTon to delay ankm on ^ohaJ wanning C^n* 
gretflonal Inveftlgarions played a key role In rt* 
veoliog the extent of Rig Tobaccos work to hide 
the ptibik health impacts nf smoking By rrquir* 
ing ExbsaMcbU ewcutKrs toccwily bdose Coogicxi 
and obtaining internal documenu ihrouf^ 
subpoena, congrrssinnoJ invesigiton could 
expose addliloftil Infornuulon about Exxon* 
Mobil's aratcjdc disinformation campaign 
on global warming 

Campaign Contributiorts 

Ljwnukrts and coodaiiucs ihosdd reject campaign 
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coDiributbiu from bcxonMobil and ici cxccut ivct 
UDiil ihr iiiMafurtuilitm uun}iui^ ojmI the 
corpontinn end* ire opposifkici to mandatory 
latioQ of glotxil warming cmimoiu from fbetO fucU. 

Poficy Action 

'The true flgoal that ExxonMobil* dinoformation 
(iin^Mign lua hrrn drrnard will ixmie wrlini Cuag- 
rco pastes poUcict that ensure gfobal warming 
emission leduetions. Congress should bring stake- 
hnidres indiiding FaifinMal»il to the tadilr, os 
lawmakers dewlop and enact a set of policies to 
achiew nundafory global warming emission re* 
diKiinna «ich ns tmprmrd energy eHtriency stan- 
dards for appluoces and vehkies. lenewablc 
deutkiljr sunilatiU, and nainuinywiJr iaps on 
global warming emiwions. In addition. Congress 
should shift gcrwrnmeni energy support and in- 
irnitvn away from Lunventiunal luuI. otl. and 
and toward clean, renewable energy sources^ Law- 
makers should also encourage the integration of 
low uubun fuels iiiiu ilir supply Jutii by drwi- 
oping policies to ensure that mote gas itarlons sell 
biofuels such as ES5 and that fkxible fuel whicks 
Luniprur a gmifrr praxnu^ uf tlir vrlinJe fleet. 

Ihcsc actions will nea only rethice global warm- 
ing emissioos. but will help address naciunol secu- 
rity ruincrms about our gnniringoil drprndrme. 
reduce dematsd ptetsufc* that arc driving up 
aaiurol gss prices, uvr energy kuruumen billions 
nf dollars, and rrrate hundreds of ihmuands of 
new }obs producing clean energy and vehicle 
icvhnalugirk 

Ihrmigh ihev and other etfnns, our elected 
representatives can bring ExxonMobil s campaign 
of dtsinfurnsuion on global warming to an rnd. 

SHAREHOLDCR ENGAGEMENT 
Investors will pay a arrp price if FjnnnMcsbU 
refuses to prepase to do business (n a world where 
global warming emission reductioas are rc«;|uifed. 


as they most certainly will be over the next several 
yrais. lavrstun Lon help shift ExxuiiMobirs pusi- 
tins on global warming and clean energy solu- 
tIoDs. ExxonMobil sHaieholders can )otn major 
itutiiutiunial uivnton in udling on die i.aiti|Hsiiy 
to begin to invest in dean energy cprlons that 
would protect the long-term health of the 
uirponuiun and the pUnet.^^ 

In 2006. shareholders offered a resolution 
calling on the ExxonMobil board to estabf ish 
poliries deugnrd to arhiew the long-term goal of 
making ExxonMobil the recognised leader in Icsv- 
carbon emissions In both the company* produc- 
rtnn and products. In May 2006, 17 leading VS. 
pension funds and ocher institutioiul investors 
holding S<k 75 billion tit ExauaMubil shairs asked 
for a face-tcvfiKe-mceting with members of the 
ExxonMobil board of disretors. ThU iev|ues( 
sieiiiined funn growing LUiarnis in the finantstl 
world that ExxonMobil is *a company that fafls 
to acknowledge the potential for climate change 
to luvr a profound iinpou un global energy nut- 
kets. and which lags far behind its competitor* 
in developing a strategy to plan for and minage 
their iinpaiB * os aita-ulaird in a letter to Exxon 
MobD from Inwwors In May of 2006.^*^ Con- 
neakut State Treasurer Denise Nappier elaborat- 
ed nn the gimipstontrrnx. Mating ihai *in efTna, 
ExxonMobil is making a massive bet — with 
shawholdtcs’ nujciry that the worlds addaiioit 
to oil will nor abofr fne deradrs, r%rn as its cnm> 
pctltors arc caking signiheant steps to prepare for 
a rapidly Jionpug energy rnvirunntrnu As ins'ea- 
ion, wr are concerned that HnonMobil b not 
suifickntly preparing for Tomorrows energy' and 
runs the risk of lugging signifaaQily behind its 
rivalx-*« 

ExxooMobils competition b indeed mewing 
forward in rmrvralde energy trseanrh and deploy- 
mcni. In 2009. BP launched BP Aliernscivc 
Energy, a propel chat plans to invest SB billson 
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over the next ten yean to advance clean energy 
tA.limiUigin Mith M u)br. wind, and buirner^.^ 
Slmlliriy. Shdl hat inwned $1 billon In alterna- 
tive eoerpor development since 2000. U ■ a mah>r 
binTtirU diarihiitnr, a drvrUiprr nT ihr nra p*n* 
elation of loUr lechnotogy. and it hai 550 MV of 
opcracioaal wind capacity.'^ While these compa* 
nirs could do more to addtm gtobwil wacnung^ 
their actinni feprevrnt an imponani sep. Invr*- 
toff can encourage ExxonMobI toconven funds 
i.utrrnlJy used fur tlir diunfutiiutiuii kaiiipaign to 
add to the rrceni tesearch and development in- 
veatmenta EnonMobil contributea to institutsoni 
devilled to leptiiiaaie (Jinuie «.irtSLe and uitu- 
tioos icsrirch. 

Sltaieholden should also suppon icsdutions 
calling nn FjncnnMnhil in diarlnar the physical, 
finaoesa). and competitive rtsb that global warm- 
ing poses to the corpocacioo. For example, the 
2005 hiirrirane waMin uiggrwv that the eniimrys 
oil refining infranruauie is vvdncrable to an in- 
Lfraor in llir srvriiiy uT cat wnir wradirr cveiita 
that acicfitlsis prn|rci air likely to occur with con- 
tinued warming. ExxonXfobils total natural gas 
prudisLlion dcsiniMd in 2UU5 polity oa a mull of 
the impacts of Hurricanes Kairlna and Rita In the 
GulfofXfcxius.*" 

Indiviihuls who do imm luvradiinl invvst- 
ment In ExxonMobil may ewn pension funds 
and mutual Tunds invrtfcd in EaxouMubit ‘n»csc 
investors am innw ihoi their fund managers osaess 
the gfoKd warming ridi of RxxnnMnbil Investments 
and suppon global warming shareholder lesolu- 
ituos Lugeting EaxunMobiL Wftilr isutiiulKNial 
invewon incrrasin|^y support these resolutions, 
mutual fund companies are lagging behind and 
putting tnvcMun at r»k. bCotir of dir tup lOU 
U.b. mutual funds support climate change reso- 
lutions. For example, the three largest mutual 
fiitMl loiiipunies: Atneraan Funik. Fiiielhy, and 
Vanguard all have major holdings in ExxonMobil. 


Investors will pay a steep price 
If ExxonMobil refuses to prepare to 
do business In a world where global 
warming amission reduotlons are 
required. 

but haw not y^t committed to atppon future 
climate resolutions. More pressure from ioveston 
IS needed lu infiurisx llieir and uthn niulua) 
fund companies. 

MEDIA ACCOUNTABIUTY 
Too often, fournalbts’ inclination to provide poll- 
liuil *Uslaiisr* leads lu iiiJu.uiJtc media ccpurtiiqt 
on ■rieniific imes. Far from making news norm 
more balanced, quoting HxxonMobil-lunded 
gruups and spukripruple rnsJeutU ilir piibix. by 
downplaying the nrrnph of the sriemHir rnnien- 
susoD global warming and the urgency of the prob- 
lem. CiiEMrm tinm m^wnd whrnevrr the media 
provides a soapbox for these ExxonMobil-spon- 
sored spokespeoplc. especially when the story 
foils to reveal their financial ties in FxxnnMnbil 
or those <d ihdr organbcatlona 

Toward this end. cHiaeos can send Irctets to the 
editor hi^lighttng the financial ties that quoted 
'experts* haw to ExxonMobil or HnonMobll- 
funded utgimnitiuns. They can also encourage 
individual reporten and media oinlers to report 
arienee acrtirately. Well-ewahlivhed wleniifie 
information dtouldbe reported as such, and 
iivnilvrs of ilir pma shmild dtsiinpisdi clearly 
betvwen those views of their sources that are sup- 
ported in the peer-reviewed scientific Ikecatuie 
vrran those that haw only bem pnqt^sed up in 
the ExxonMobll-hnanced echo chamber 

CONSUMER ACTION 

Finally, consumers can exercise their Influence In 
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the RucketpUcc by ncfuiiog to putchaic Esocor* 
MubiJft i^iftulinc atMl ochef pamiiikU uuul the 
enmpoiiy rficls in 4iainfnrnniian campaign, 
bnpntf bnofl, a ctftlUhmvriwr campai^ led by 
many of the naiioos Ui^st eRviroamcRial aod 
puUk, inicirat ailviiija.y urj^iuiiuRa. haa already 
g^iirml boyutfi plrd||:o fruni niuce iluo 500.000 
mnsumm who air ralilnj^ on iKr company to 
chan^ coofie on global wirming.^ lo panlcuUt. 
coMumcn should demaod that EnooXIobi] stop 
funding groups that dnarniiinoe dokivdilrd 
infonruiiinn on f^nhol warming and irtpiirr the 
ofganiDtiona k tunds to diadoar their landing 
•oufcca and to mbKCt their publiihcd. ickacc* 
boird iafurnialKHi lo port irvnv. 

k is limr for EarnnKfobil cusumim to liold 
the corponvioo aecounuble for lnen%4ronmeiiial 
ihetoric. For example. ExxonMobil 1 2005 Corpo- 
rate Ciciiea Report oocea. leek to driw ind' 
denu wctli cnvifuntivnul im|uu to acru, and to 
oprnur in a manner that k nm harniTuI m the 
envfmnnvm.”'*^ Even while making tuch pnv 
oouneemenu. ExconMobtl hai, aa chit repon 
detnunairalca. been enj^igrd in a diamTurnuiiun 
uimpuign to Lcmluir ihr publit. an global warm- 
ing. At the nme time, heat-t rapping emhalons 
from it* operation* eoAiinuc to grow. 

It k crkkal that ExxonMobil impo<e «tnct 
UiUidarda on tlw groups ilsat Cfsehr funding for 
clifTuie-priated nciMiie*. Not only should k ee**e 
funding group* who dlwcmlnatedlscfetfiied ki* 
fontuiioo on global warming, k should ar<)ui(c 
funded urganiuriaas to osknuwlrdgr Enon- 
Mobil Mippnn far their work. An Inrident at a 
bcpiember 2005 National FtrasOub brfichng 
iodkates the imponance cf such dsKlosuiv. At 
the brnhog. Indur Cokiany. on analyst at the 
RaxonMobll-fimded Naiioiul Crater for Ftdicy 
Analysis, presented "Living with Global Warm- 
lag.” a paper that favors adapting to global warm- 


ing ourr eufbing the probkm with emUiion 
icduttMNi. Neither the paper not Goklony adwr- 
liard the atpinnations tin to FjcaanMnbtl. which 
would have remained undlarloted hod not on 
audience member aiked Golaoky about the 
orgoniajtious Sil5d)00 in funding from Exxon- 
Mobil briwmi IWB and i<X>4. Rcipiiiing indi- 
vkhul* like Ciddany to dlwlme this Informal km 
will help the public mote e0cctively evaluate 
the iDdepeodence of their statemcots. 

In June 2005. U.S. State depuitmeni duui- 
mrnts rrvraled that the White House conssdrird 
ExxonMobil *amoi^ the companies mow actKvIy 
and prominently opposed to binding approaches 
[like Kyuto| to cut giernlunisr go riimsiuns.*^ 
CitMuiurrs diould pmn EsxonMobil to end iu 
opposItloB to f^nl policies that would enwir 
reductioos in U5. global warming emissioiis. More- 
ovrr. it should be urged to set a goal to irduce the 
lotol eimtsioiu from its products and uprraiious 
and demrmorate stmdy pmgirss lorwaid that goat. 
Omsumefs diould also call on ExxonMobil to 
pieparc to comply with immlRcnt aaiioaal and 
imrtnaiMiisal climate policies by tranMtioaing lo 
siruoer tmrwable fuels and investing in oilier 
clean energy technolo^es. In ponicular, Exxon- 
Mobil should develop a plan to increase produc- 
tion cf tow-caiboo ccUulosic ethanol and make 
it available at Us furling siomieuc 

To make their anions s^sihle to the company, 
consumers should relay their demands directly to 
Rex TlUction at ExxonMobil s corporate hcadt^uar- 
ten (5959 Los Ccdinas Boulevard. Irving. Texas 
75059-22981 phnae niimhrr 972-455.1000). 

To access wrb tools focused on holding Exxon- 
Mobil accounuble for its activities on gtobd 
waiming. visit witw.Ejo^meEiOMt,r9mm Ihr stir 
iiuriiides sample leitm lo Rex THIenun and 
members of Congresi 
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Appendix A 

The Scientific Consensus on Global Warming 


Vft scientific understanding of climate change is notv siijficiently clear to justify 
nations taking prompt action. It is vital that all nations identify cost-effective steps 
that dfey can take now, to contribute to substantial and long-term reduction 
in net global greenhouse gas emissions. 

—JOINT STATEMENT BYTHE SCIENCE ACADEMIES 
OP 1 1 NATIONS. lUNE 7. 2005 


E ver since Svanie Arrhenius published "On 
ilu' influence of carbonic acid in the air upon 
the (emperatuce of (he ground** in 1896, scientists 
have appreciated the fundamental principle regard- 
ing heat-trapping emissions and tlieir influence 
on Earth’s temperature. The burning of fossil fuels 
in power plants and vehicles releases heat-trap- 
ping emissions, principally carbon dioxide, which 
accumulates in the atmosphere. Utese emissions 
function much like a blanket, trapping heat and 
warming the planet. The concentration of carbon 
dioxide in the atmosphere has already increased 
nearly 40 percent since the dawn of the indus- 
trial era and average global temperaiute is around 
1 degree Fahrenheit higher then a century ago. 

If global warming emissions grow unabated, 
climate scientists expect mean temperatures 
around the world will rise dramatically this cen- 
tury.*® Without concerted human intervention 
to try to correct or at least stabilize this trend, 
researchers have identifled a host of disruptive 
and possibly irreversible consequences, including 
coastal flooding caused by rising sea levels, an 
increase in powerful tropical storms, extreme heat 
waves in summer, and reduced productivity of 
farms, forests, and fisheries worldwide.*^ 


This unprecedented rate of recent warming is 
caused primarily by human activity. That, in a 
nutshell, is the overwhelming scientific consensus 
about global climate change, ever since the pub- 
lication of a landmark review in 2001 by an in- 
ternational panel of leading climate experts under 
the auspices of the United Nations, called the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
(1PCC).‘® The 2001 IPCC assessment drew upon 
more than 1,200 scientists and approximately 120 
countries. It quickly became a standard reference 
and solidified the scientific consensus about global 
warming internationally. Released just days after 
the inauguration of President George W. Bush, 
the IPCC report laid out the mounting and 
consistent scientific evidence of global warming. 

In May 2001, the White House officially asked 
the U.S. National Academy of Sciences (NAS) 
to conduct its own review of the IPCC assess- 
ment.*** Within a month, in June 2001, the 
NAS confirmed the conclusions of the IPCC that 
global warming is occurring and that it is caused 
primarily by human activity.*® More recently, 1 1 
of the world's major national scientific academies 
including those from the leading industrialized 
nations issued a joint statement that declared. 
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*11ic icientiSc uodcMUodiag of dinutr dungr 
la now auHirirmiy dear to ^mtiy uiitwu faking 
prompt actioci. h U vHil that all lutioAf Identify 
coA<lfcctive ctepf ifuit they can uke n<w to con^ 
frtbuir loaubaiatitaaland latig>trmi mluLikin in 
IK t global gKcnbofMc gaa oml*»lofts>*^^ 

One c( the rcuoni Klentcru eoimder the 
cvidciMC au cuniprtliag ia ilui it duwa on auLh 
a bmod langr oTamiires. In addition lodintaie 
tpcciallfu who uie aophlnleaced eompuier models 
to itiMfy Jinutk trends* researchers from an array 
(if dMciplinca. inclisding atmoaphrnc wirmioa, 
paleoriirmiolngists, oceanographen. mereorolo- 
gisu. geologtsu. chemUu, biologuu. phfiidiu, 
and cvtdiiguSB haw all (.orruboraird glidul wann- 
ing by oiidylngnrryihlngrmni anitml migmtinii 
to the melting of gbelcit. Evidence of a danuiic 
gloUi wiunimg iirnd lu» been found in kc cufcs 
puBcd ftom the both polar tegiuos* latcUiic inugny 
of thr shrinking pnbr ire rrMaars. tier rings, ncran 
lempenture mooitoring* and so on. 

Ralph Cicerooc. PressdcDt of the National 
Atadrmy of Srirnm stated during a U.S. Home 
of Representatives hearing for the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce on July 27. 2006: *1 think 
vrr undmund ilw itinJuauttts uf CO; and 
dtmaie hmer than we do of whar nmars lung 


cancer. ..In fh:t. if it fair to tM that ghibjl 
warming my he the most caafiilly and fully 
studied scientific topic In human hiitofy.*^’ ‘ 
Simdaify. Donald Kennedy, the editor of Sarmt, 
Isas noted. *Canarnius as sarong as the one iba 
hat dewloped around Iglohal warming] b nre 
in science."*'* 

To gel a aenar uf jua how powerful thr aucO' 
rihr ronimus about global warming b. consider 
ihb: in a December 2004 aniek pubUsbed In the 
journal Science. Naomi Oieskcs, a historian of 
■rience ai the Uniwnity of Calitnnifa, San Diego, 
trvirwed the peer-irviewed srkniihc liieraiutr for 
papers on global climate change puMiihed be> 
iwrrii 1993 and 2003. Orcskrs rrvirwrd a ran- 
dam sitti|de ef apprmimately 10 percent (d* the 
litecanirr, of the 926 studks. n&r mte dasjgrced 
widi tlw cuiiscRsus view ilui humans are con* 
iributing to global warntiog.''* 

Dnpite whai RxeonNhdiil miglu try to tell 
you. today, in 2006. there is widespread agree- 
ment among credrntiakd dinuie scientisu an>uiid 
the world that hurrvu<atisrd gl<dsd warming is 
well under way. Without a eoncened dfon to 
curb heat -f tapping embssons. it spdb troubk 
for the health and wcU'Lnng uf uui planru 
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ApprwLx B 

Groups and lNniviDUAij» Associated with 
ExxonMobil’s Disinformation Campaign 


Tabtf 1 £xx»nM»bll>fun<S*d OroanlsMlMtt ProvMIrvo Disinformation on OIoImI WoimlnD * 




IMtar ttarMM Mm (krtdf A 


ImR Mte««<lMW«HtcaOc«raArMeM ii«M*^MMnAl4rr«|»owtf^ 


OiWf— T>*MO«CA 


< taD/flMMRRl 

itSC IM Y 400 »i 3»M OmvMOI 


RvwOa C«Mw • ti 


I OAc« 


0*M» CW«*«U«alw 

■MK #•«•#<•••••••«• vnUMM ^ nv M/ fWOtr*# M^MlO EwafOMM 




l ow .000 0 — EowawHAHMiRil 


tmmimhm m m fmmtmm n m et t MO COO r iooo or • -pam — 

>»t0M. t « AU *i M4 0^» HP w *i0Raa»ww>n 0<to*O^ IwX 


i >*»OOO.tMMOO O Ito4t»^>iii»lR<RaaiOMii«i»»OI^S<<OwtcMw 


I C awwRr mOOiRaaorfaa 


OM* OIW.tOM M10 Rw yw< QI^OQOOn mm m nOi< tt 


I1H400 t«AwMR*^»^tl}OOOObRi»wiOO*iXt>OOlPW<^w<»»«— ’•Owfc tf w ii i 


Cmitm Iv 9m OtuOi «l C aOwi 


ltO»4M t>0400>wfRwt.Ofcy 
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1 ExxociM^I>fuf>d«d Oro«nls«tlon« Provtdino DMiformatkon on Olobol WormbHI '* 
comruod 



• OOP , IlMQMttC OMMKilM^nptamUMrAMIMr 

*<»»#tiBPicmopiPH >iX 04 ,tw 

i MA : l n l■■l^w^^^■ rilitt w 

yx » »<Wfi piQW I w pB»i W >«WWtH»OAQw 


ttMMA Qu wAMiAPwIX tIAiOCOx tOM to 0 »w*» w Ow w 

XAaOyMMV ‘rumnpr in TTiMr •M'»bi ‘TamB r natiii BMtoxPto 

tIOAM n«fto^.O»Xl«y» 


■ Mf (MPf» AbMMI $inj«0 TtoPMMItBMteXMiPeOAaOMto «MMi MNOI M BWBt* PMv mum •«« 


wtMim tuiMonaoM. 

IMB iipiiii^BiA 1 C% a««M 


BtlSM ImrBIMI M r ii iK II rrWTB -i ln iM rf u n fi r ii rurfi 'I iffc i Bi f itou-M inTu 


MM MfMXMt M niMf MffM^ ** 

tlWAM VMMA.^t««vMto>l*t»i.toto(WMM*<Oai««x 
tiM MA SOM -nv* M W — t. 


A tom KmwMM iMiMn 
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Tabte 1 Select ExxonMobil'Funded Organizations Providing Disinformation on Global Warming'^* 

continued 


OrgsntzaUon 

Total ExxortMobil 
Fiaidno" 
(1W8-2CD5) 

IBuaVatiwa Informaken 

M«rc«tkM C««*t«r. 

QMrg* MtMn UnlvartHy 

480.000 

ExxonMoW furtdad 440.000 in 2004 to auppert tha Marcatua Cardar'a work on cimota chart^a 
ragiiation 

NoUfina) AMOdolion of 
NtiglOcrhoodt 

4100.000 

In 2004, an ExxonMoW grartt for work on ckmata chart(ta wauaa rapraaantad approoamataiy 674 
of total axpanaaa 

Nation^ C«rrt<r for Poftcy 
Andfyala 

4420.000 

Tha NCPA racatvad furKkng from ExxonMobil avary yaar kom 2000 to 2005. NCPA dimata 
work inefudaa, for axampla. a papar autfierad by dimata oonbarian David Lapalaa that arguad 
tha ardte polar baar populabon waa not Waatanad by global warmtng Tha NCPA alao dtaa 
tha work of Robail BaSng. Jr . John Cfviaty. and olhar ckmata corrtranarw. 

NaUornl C«nHr for PuMc 

Pdky RoMarch 

4280.000 

In 2004. ExxenMobM gava tha cantar 440.000 to fund tha EnWioTiuth wabarta fwww.anvkotiulh. 
orgf. which purportadly providaa information on tfw "trirfha and Moahooda" of a varlaty of 
anvironmanlal laauoa. nciuding dimata chonga.'* 

NaOcnat Eiwormantol Pokey 
Inrttuta 

475.000 

Slavan MIfoy ia tha formar dlractor of tfw NEPI '** ExxonMobi lUrvda in 2000 rapraaantad 414 of 
thak totol axpanaaa that yaar. Tha activitiaa of NEPI'a Cfobal Cbnota Sdanca Projact nckidad a 
Congraoaiorwl roundtobf a orvd wtita papar rafaranc«>g aavaral chmata cordraRona ^ 

PadAc Raaaarch InMiuta for 
Pubkc Pokey 

43SS.000 

PRI'a kirgaat donation from ExxonMobil ainca 1 686 it 4 100.000 in 2004 fup tom 44S.OOOfor 
each of tha two pravioua yoara). ExxonMobil okocatad half of tNa grant for “cimata changa and 
anwonmantal qudity roaaarch “ 

Scianca and Crwironmanlal 
Policy ^oiact 

420.000 

8EPP waa founded by dimata contrarian S. Frad Singar.*** ExxordAobd donalad 410.000 in 

2000 for prcfact ax^port 

TfM Advaneamant of Sound 
Sciarwa Canfar. kw. 

4SO.OOO 

ExxonMobf fortdt rapraaantad approximataly 0576 of total axpanaaa k) FY 2002. 

Tach Cantrof Stakon 

486.000 

Tha DCI Croup ran TCS unti TCS waa add in Soptambar 2004.’*' Tha OCt Croup la o ra^atarad 
ExxenMobd lobbying lirm.'** 

Waidanbaum Cantar. 
Waafan^lon Univaiaity 
(tormarfy Cantar lor tha Study 
of Amariean Buainaaaf 

4445,000 

Murray Woidarbaum , honorary eha*. haa wntton about tfw ~graal urKartairty~ erf tha human 
conirfoutfen to globaf warming ’** Tha cantar racahad 470,000 from ExxonMobi in 1666 for 
'Dlobd Ckmata Changa and othar aupport" and publwhad papara by dimata eontrarlana 

Pabick Michaala <168^ and S. Fradanck Smgar (1806f. 


TOTAL: 915,837^73 
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TaUe 2 Scientific Spokespeople Affiliated with ExxonMobil-Funded Qroups 


Nam* 

AtfWiaton With ExxorHobii'Fundad Organlzotiona Titla/Rola I 

Sail* BalMnM 

Annapoba CanMr tor Scaanc* Baaad Pubbc PoMcy 

Scwnca and feonome AO^moty Ceund! Mambar^ 

CcmmiRaa tor a Conabuctrva Tomorrow 

Acadamic and Bclant^ Adttoory Board Mambar^ 

CompatNhra Entarprtaa Inabtut* 

Raporf Ai/(hor" 

Ooocga C. Marahall Irubtuia 

SarvorSctonOaH^and Chabof Belanca>WttooryBoard^ 

Otobel CIrmata CoaMbon 

FoaToradScianlNP* 

Haarttarrd toabtuta 

tVhtor/conb'ibutor'* 

Hardaga Fourtdabon 

Wntorr'conOibuto/*’’ 

Hoovar Inattutton on War. Rarekiaon and Paoea 

Robart Mtoaaon EftOc^rmr* Puna Paltow ft00i-4f^ 

Tach CanVal Btatton 

Bcionea Round TablaMambar** 

Robert C. Jr. 

John Chrtaty 

CatotoaMuta 

Book 

CommKIaa tor a Conatrueitva Temorrow 

Acadamto and SeaanORe AOVtoery Board Mambar"' 

Harilaga Foundabon 

Ftolcyfjrparf ** 

imarrMtlonal Pobcy Natwoik 

tVntor/conbibutor'' ‘ 

Tach Cardral Btabon 

Bcrianea Roundlab* Mombar^* 

CompatMva Cntarpriaa Irwbtula 

Rapod and Arbcla Author^'* 

IndapartdarM Irtainula 

Ropoft Author^' 

Hugh Elaaoaaar 

CommiNaa tor a Conatrucliva Tomorrow 

Acadame and SemoOfk Advtoory Board Momtor”' 

Corraumar Atort 

Adwaory CouaeH Mambar^ * 

Shorwood B. Idao 

Canlar tor tha Study of Carbon Owocida and Olobal Changa 

Praaidarrl*’* 

Commrtlaa tor a Conabuctiva Tomorrow 

Acadame and Bdantfie AtlVicory Board Uombor 

Oaorga C. Marahall Irwbtula 

RapoftAulhor*' 


Compatitrva Entarpriaa Inalituto 

Fomtor A^fKt Scholar" 

Oaorga C. Marahall Inatttula 

Raporf Author" 

HaarSarKl IrrabMa 

faolUrad Author" 


Irtdapandarrt InaMula 

Raraareh RalOw" 

Naborral Cantor tor PoMoy Arrafyata 

Aejuncf Scholar and £• taam £;^ar^ 


Tach Canbal ttabon 

Scianco RounOtobto Mombar^ 

Rrctard LIndzan 

Annopolla Cantar tor Scrarrca Baaad Pubbc Policy 

Scranoa and foonome Adwaory Counof Mambar" 

Cale toaMuta 

Oonbibut^ fxpar^ 


Oaorga C. Marahall InaWula 

Raport Author" 
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Tdbie 7 8«l«ntine ftfMlivapsepI* Affiliated with fiaxanMebU'Fundad Qroupa oonbnuod 
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TaM 3 K*y P*r*onn*l Ovartap ba<w**n Tobacco ano CHmato OltaifotmaUon Campaigno 


I CSO.OCS 4 b««i I 

art WMM IMM VM MIflM* «MtM By 
T«Ae«P*« If^wrniaiaaaiWi mm 


W WyA 1 •NPMCbwaw^agtaKteMlUR.IMtolMr* | Uv^r^Para* OdOm^ 

•ipganlMiat HnaaaifcaAaiirnaw^ar^a^t— >aaCaH»a» ! Ma—a* Oaaa C — < tpatw TwwiittC<T>. a yaf a 


wpaifcy p»«*iay 

anawa<aaa— wwiayliiiai i» a wa> a«awMi»ati 


¥ >aia< <oa«w Caw (TA$^ aa taa lia n p m *«>cw 


PraPariaa ^aru ftatMaaP Pr v araiaaa aaaaarrr a aaPaa baaaa^a raaa ^ a^ftutar^aaP^^tf^aaOaaraa C I 
^ tarptotatr- | aaawar’ 

• ana araaaM a M* aalaif aoarAito la iifn a aanan 

• t«an •« u • aMawaaM la a«a« *« Kra» P 

f • 

ARaMCMiaaMaci ur* 
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Appendix C 

Key Internal Documents 


• 1998 “Global Cliniatc Science Team” memo 

• APCO memo to Philip Morris regarding the creation ofTASCC 

• Dobriansky talking points 

■ Randy Randol’s February 6, 2001, fax to the Bush team calling for Watsons dismissal 

• Sample mark up of Draft Strategic Plan for the Climate Change Science Program by Philip Cooney 

• Email from Mryon Ebcll, Competitive Enterprise Institute, to Phil Cooney 
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33 I CMim Ctaermed Scimtba 


1998 '‘Global Climate Science Team’ memo 

GioM awinlBf: Tbr cjuifiMfi lij> dir AmcficM iBOMMr t of 6 


Thi» ^ mraM •» • dnoiMwa iimi tniMn 5hdl 

tlir murrul hrkm rr«UM% • mnou by the AH fnm A|«H IdW 



fa Trmm 

U: MirMb lUm; %mmm U»r» 

CaWMBMhMtMM 


AtfMaaW riaaMr liiMir (aaaMi»aia«i Ba » ** Awf «ar 

II 4«bptaa/»*in rba»Urv»<»«^ laiBwxif »«a »«W>»warv«>rfMi Ar aW IN lari ■*«>»» JUAa 

■ ■i»4i4iy lafaifi 

fiMtr Mr |w «irf frt lari la w aaik «Mr rMMvaii « aM« M iwaaMr 

Arib^^aa a^»Tfr^Mr»iaiiby lai viMw altfMMaHb* • ivaMa«MM« tomMa Mr^a 
l»«aaaaa#M4n. V**t 17. A*M t aMr ATf AaMlfainm ^brr Mai aa/bfa ahava VtefAMfaa* 

Ar^aaawajkaaafdaaMatHljbaMav aaan. ^rrb^ mmM( aa* Mr «MM«l«aaa 'f'naaAaMafl'aaatl * 
7W aMt la «i «Ni>a MawM aa .Vw* r 7 



ActbMinMI 


SMtMUoa AMl)«h 


lalliiiMlni IWT.i^CTMMa iiabatili M ha a« w < M KyaM. I i^m. Ma Ha*) M ii<a i p^iafciaii >a* 



lnqry/BBu^unMel iilAf«rr^.»«^k<rlrB«f«brtVAl*l-f«BplMrf 


•Mb^TiKn 
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akM««M»TWiaa)ilVk|teAwka>rW«ln>»lMllw rattlal* 






lNip4ni«« 


latAMWir.ttrtteatrav ArW I 
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40 I Uitien tf Conttmtd Srinwte 



Inpyftkww rMO(M.nlAv«cn/r_»««k«f^V^hHI/An-fwap ImiI 


W^iJOb 






275 


Sm^. Mimn, gndHotAir \ 41 



S>rt— »l MciHa frograai K wd t rt •• S4MLMn p4«« p«M •d««TtMii| 

II. t>lal»al Cimair Srigacc lirfarmatton Saurcr: Cbvtaia ^ ti^F**^** • *■ 

c?«aBar trtfwv tmt tctnMAr anvaMiMK^ lata Mt> ^bM Hhaalr apaatr. 

■fcail — d —awtHag IfcB *P>n a<faw« •MMk'* fWtiralti; •■ lw»« Ikr aaM krarAl 

iMWiiiia.iiafa** tyaw— 

TmIIcv %• vMfe ite KbAmJ Mi^ fn^raM. Mvw waiWw *■ Ito aaarrt^w liitai i a 

•aa aai ami titaala aaitkil ia ManM \trm irv****. i* SmawlH* IMS. aatf an caailaa* 

■itfarfiM. InWaMiw an W lawtoa w «aai * n* plaa h a^paatiA iMMlIai aMnBMi. aatf nr 
amaaa? fmTrw Mran»< aa< 4»|ntyan 


a r iii>n>a«.>^€naMlr< a lia i i Pantaanr. TW«;<'!mc an W w t nnfcr O aHannniia a»aa^ 



a IkaaaMp ^ir^ ritaaair wltannaarf akm nr> ilaatf; 


a 4MII^ ta MaaNliy mmd mraM at aMa^ at M myaalarf Hhaatr «(4fana» la «ar*a aa na 
afcaia aniwn >aar4: 



Mpy^'ww CKrowi.HlAPCfVr.vTOutArwVaMVAPI-nnrlHnl 


WN/^ICMr 
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42 I IMien «f Ctnctrmd Sckmita 



««rnMt nl/iMn^.wolcrAnk VWiriVAPt-fnp hunl 


wv:iK» 
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APCO memo to Thilip Nioerw reading die aeatioa ofTASCC 
(iviiUbIc Jl ht^/ft^htHokiMimrntt. 4r^^Hf20i4JJMf9$^J /W. hmi0imafft\ 


AFCO AMOCUTU me 




Ur . Vkitee 
ItaMW «l CeanakM 

tIOM A«MM 
Mm Yen, MY WOlt 

Dwvie 


I IImU to fMMM fv« vMI « omAh «f AKO AmkAm Ik-H 

(ATCOlptoViMtftotoHinmMUrvrfl^MMk. WAtePH. TWi 
inpiU«toti<D— r»oA«UaV lAiwitoto^iitoU frtwie 

CMtoa tTAttO. Oft *• «f ■ HiM tofamM MV ^ 0*0 

AMO'S «M to toUitof Mp Mtom mM to Ai«to^ Dhkm to 
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SCOPfi OF WORK 

AFCO p copoi e t ihree levelt of itwttMKO thM it cm provide to PbiUp 
Mocris: (0 rtptndim aod ovcneeiti| TASSC aod iu ptofraois; (bl 
devvlopiof Md taapkoKattai • co mp fcfe cm hc l e dU re tMi oM MMCfjr; aod 
(iii) atsiiriot Mtip Mecris't Rcfio^ DUvcton io urfcted Mioa. Baeli of 
tbow leveb ate ootlioed below. 

I. EXPANDING AND OVTRSEEXNG TASSC AND fTS 

PROGRAMS. 

AFCO fxopom aervkca that coveritx oWcal cotDpooeau 10 the 
mccM of TASSC: (D wpaoittin Um neotbenldp of TASSC; (U) broadeafog 
the fttndinf bate of TASSC; GU) oocrtminf u oo going Md cocaprebeasive 
fcceaich pvofraia; Ov) difecUftg the actlvUei aod iovotvaoeat of Ganey 
Canvtben aod other key leaden; (v) dimtiag o utn ach to 

the sckaiiAc aod a c ad co ti c coauDoakki; aod (vQ oveneefag aod ioapkoeotiof 
the adminiicnthw mpoosMUtka of TASSC. 

ExpmAig tin mtmbenhip ^ TASSC. 

APCO win ooodaoe in efforu (o develop the Aoctioo of TASSC aod 
10 expaod d» neatbenhip of the cmlitk>ft. We win coebaoe to hop l c oi cat a 
■ialti*tkred profM iovotviog ioteoiive rocnrittteot of Ugb-prafile 
iqxeaeacatlvea fraai b nri oe M aod iiMkutfy. icko t iiu . pobbc ofAcads. aod 
other iodhridoab tatc r cne d ia promoctof the tne of aoaod TUa 

ptQfnm fa t du d e a ideotifyiag key todbriduaJs aod froopa. fcseaidnf 
appropfiai e istoea of npoilaoce to tben. aod dc>'elapiaf aod 
the oioa efieahe icctuksaeot mefhaiiitin. Moch of thia effort wiD iaclode 
e ttc oii v o reaeaich. perwwal moftiofa aod pfeacataakna. aod m oo-foiot 
(firect mil meaberihip effon to expaod aod bre adeo TASSCa o wmbrnh i p . 

(20 Bn^tiatint tikt fiutdiKi baa* 9f TASSC. 

APCO win gtpan d iia cfTofU lo: (0 etdio addhi o oal (laaacial aoppon 
for TASSC; aod (iO coaue a oootincinf braad-baaed ao oro e of faoda for the 
o atiooal coallboo. This effoci wiO require oagoiof aoUckaboo of oqipoci ftooi 
Foctooe 500 cxMpuiei aod other targeted buaioeis aad iodiMtiy fioapa. The 
fmdalsog caiBpaittt win ioclodo tarfetiof aekci c otopa ok t a^ g ro u pa for 
aoUcitarioA. aoafyxiiif the laoat effective way to aotidt their aappoti, aod 
o o o ih i n iag penooal pteacoutiooa aod *talea pitchea". The foodniiiiif cfTbct 
alao win iochide aotUog cioaely with PhiUp Morria to leverage wp port ftoto 
ka ooq^orm oootaett aod illka. To eoauie that TASSC hat a Avene group of 
oontfibuton, APCO will Include a comprehemlve diroct ouU foodraibnt 
eleiDcqt ia this prograa. 
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4^ (Aitm ^ 0>mmm4 Stmmta 


ao Cl 


M md itittrri pmgmB 


AKD od <«a*K< • frognm *4tek iKb 4 n ■o— orit 

MMW iOOtctt^ AMMOMI CtMIflll tl MWJMJ idMM to MMM 

toM TAISC hM (te IM toiMHte toMMHS « ite hM «r 
Ktoifie. w« ftia» •« sototor tid iTitotoi te«c(^ *tt dM ^mUm to 
MM «d ««|wl il» TASK 


AKO «d dtoKi tod MMict *• Ktividto «l Oictoy CimMn Md 
<dM toy MJ— ptoitr»rtt M TAMC. TM> toctote diMoftof M 

' [ tr*T ~-^-fr‘r. lin mi cnr ri lii. iitlrilrfVn 

tTASK NfMouiMi. 



APCO •• coadMi m p> fitog p 


TASK mM In fcltoed iMBCt. to M» NdUd. AKO *« UcMtfy Md nM 

imm. TW wiftof md n t rmki ta% wiB to q icintogad w pinWptof to 
TA 0 C Mdto «*tttoL 


AO OMfVMtofMdl 


TASK 


AKO * 01 0 MnM M ^ « 


nMai dto Mtotol ccMBon Ttoi iictoJri tot <f mmibm ton 

•nl nooi*. dtaMtoS MGMif> comipaMM OB MMT d M 
—toMatof fliMBrtil wototo, mi piqnftoc >i m^rwmj woorti ■< wyom. 


o. H\xu)rMG AAD tsvuMKnwi A costnoaiTOfvs 

>IXDCA REU^TIONI STRATVCY. 

A* A to tot toMitoiV of TASK. APCO «fl taftoM • 

rif wtiBit' I Mtoi fctottPM ttoMI •UA vMI todtdt tot it tUpmmt 4t 
ATASKIStoiEblaraMtoMiMm TW prtwj Miiac*« of dv TASK 

li to (0 miitotit «9««ntot «r tot cotOdPB. <1D 

A, Ihl J W 



I 

IS 
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Aii*>. Mn<inWNtf.W \47 


0»r teal m 4 wfh—t aiaAa irften •m te affteMMirf «Wi ■ mS 
g«|gf MlkMiOyMte^^niMM TASXTi tWK IMi W M im a teiaaa 
«A idait ftm mmBmammmk. am altei wi wte m fl> *w ul* 
te><qa<fifw te nfniKaanai TASaC paWk nrfiaatetei inh*te Ite 
Wrnmm't acKMUM •« teteV 


HMMiv Mi antivlac • MMy ic^ Ibf di 
TASK ■■■It in. alicll •« OBtetfr tepwiil n M i 
te p«te Mi* Mi ACM m auiiptai "MNd 

•riMM. 



•» pfowU* ^oalcn far aH« Mi lai M Miad faaapa 



Moatenas ttt flcW Mi MTkiai M • a 


111. ASStSTA.’KK TO UlGIONAL DOUCCnNU Oi TAKtiCTVD 

mm 

AfCO *41 Mitf ite iqaaaal Otecmt la nmm wyMi ^ 

Mama. Tte lap^iri M>rt^ TAfSC at a aaai la ■ifwai htMitea hMte. 
ic^ r ajptai Mi‘cr acAMg aik aOte oiaMwaa aai ftatarogb aai 


?• 
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4$ I Cluw ^ Stintim 



pKOKMmrm 



I. fApMHMag Mitf •tWMViaf TAS9C m 4 ttt pcttgrM*. 

IVa ft tiQjOCOpta ma^, fkn lypayaf aywiiH tm 

•Mboa ID Ml IM. •• Wi M « iMtf l» 

amfmmm Ommf Cmmi^mn. 

D. aad tapiMMttei • oapitarf** ai^ii rvteiMi 

i>r»lip 

dtan m iptcM BilM Nywd *<Mi nwiMdy H 

MMpairf «« vfl • ^ecW Mpa jow 4VMmt 


AfCO k cwwirtii mdm temta fbe SIXMO pm mmA m mpoai i» 
tenirfitf l^pMinpnm. W« kiyt •> «Mi Tl« U'db m 
i«*fwd Mfear «l Mm iwfcM farl9M Mtf *• lt¥tl «f 
mmmmtm wn^wd it mm bdem » Am! pwy4 ht m W 


WtiWM»MtK 

Wyim haM mf ^mtOam 
(ImImmIhv. 

||M4fM«M4l» 


■i dboM *t pHfHH if TAttCM Mrf «• 
f 4M«l0ipMi m 4 weMi if ifei Miioiil «oalUot. 
« V I CM pv»M» |ii •« aOMoarf MmudM. 








283 


J«>4r. AAnvaWAbf^ |4f 


ladim^ potntt (flhimnrd ti^ I'.nnnSmntjw^ ihrnn^ H>1A rrqar«a) 


UNCLASSIFIED 

2001i30SO 


MCfi^ M€HOiMNOUM 

mmiifip ** 


U<mW UMm Pnailpn il •( fC«M 
rakayM. • C JMM 
■M 10 IB 

RELEASED IN FULL 


to> A • UBAif tmKfUuy MriaMfty 

fMHr OH - IM Oflll. ktl«« 

•AtJACTi M«r nMtittf witfi MaM«a mi xtm Alstel Cllmmim 
OMllftMa. ^mm 21. 2M1. titO • ftM • m. 


Om t>Ht«Pd«ir MCAlftf ton «lll sfMk tm mmmmmf mt thm 6I«A*1 
CllMt« Ittrto « fmrmmm « M«Mr yw«« t« 

ck« •f A««iapM antf inAMity A —iitU 

mmg ifciHyp p«licy MUiif. OCC ••■Apr* *r* 

MMyUt*)/ A«aa«itiPi40A** 9**UlM *• 

rt*«K mA tiM (•JmUoti mt tA* Krmxm frm^ocml. 

Cut *Aj«<ti«** «r*i 


• T* «•■ lMUJa*tr*ti«*** ■— HMMt tm Avralay m 

re*ll«ttt MiA «ff*m** r*Ep«im tm mkmmmm/ 

• Pm Peimi smAw* m lA* mimimm mt thm cllmmtm a tmmgm 

mmUtr trnmlmm •■A ptlaciyUP l«AOr(*M t« p»lt«y 
A***l0A»— t j ««A 

• y* elicit ccc 14MM am *lt*rm*tiv* ca ayaia mm part mi 
, cMMUMaaf AUl*AM intA IrlanAa pmA •Ilia*. 

CCC mmt^itipmmim. mmmm mt «■•• ar* •claatiric ••yart*. will 
•t*t* irMt ttay 1^ AaAMiA lA* rwaart* artiaalataA Ay tAa 
fra«tA*M mm cliaata iAaaf yatley. TMy will Aa fraatly 
latcraacaA la lartAar alaAaratlaa af taa AAalaiMratlaa** 
AaaatiA* mmm ia««tiMtl*aal «l4a*ta cAaafa aallcy. la vaaacal. 

OCC fava«a aalvatary actla**. (laalAla ■•<lai>Aa*aA a< c l»*al»aa 
AAA ia« Aaraloyaam mt oaat**rcactiv« tachaal«OU«- TMy will 
w«at tm ftaaw mt iMaatiaaa far caa rmmmm^ ••aataa af COTA. 


Altiilaaritai . 

T«A 1 • mtlsko yalAU 
T«A y • •oaaarta 

taA I • OCC Mmtimm mptmom aaA MMAar* 


HACtAiaifxca 

•UtlKAffAlUAOAATMCJrrormTt 


M trra ai/ia uwm mmm u Mata 
Atit<4KiAoi«4viiM mmm 


UNCLASSIFIED 
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SO I UinmifOmmmdSciamm 


UNCLASSIFIED 

RELEASED [N FULL 

TAlKirkf 


C»I— &• • 

• 9 m\» fvsiivtic AAd 


WM Mt 

• w9Mt»o««»T Umc «««#iei^A9 eoMfirriM vohIa fi*«« 

^nici^c#0> 

• POtMtiAllr to* COOtir ftod «9Wid MV«C htV« Oooft COtlfiOd. 
•fttoc to itoft 900C MW fKhmt tou oontioM cb«ro4». 



• Hold to friociplv* - coopooto avot Oo tloO*!. i— »qo> < mO 
rtoxibio* inciwO* mgw iocootiooo ood iocootivo* (or 

tOCtW»Ol«flC*l UlOOVitlOOJ OOOtOiO OOOMalO 9T0MtJ». 

• Hoioct O.S. ioi«roiio in Uw latorantionnl nofoitstlono. 

• Cuard ofolMt traoa ■■notiana «■ aeMti to forM frotocoi iipwi 
xfm iMUtod Statna. 


•aliaat via«M la Oa»aiayftao an arroanloa and aaafeafkaaod 
raapanaat 

• fOtOS Kroto. ia patt. M*o 4 on inowt (roa jroo. 

• OOTOI aalioaoa. haoairor, wo aaaa »* iImw lea d afaKiy aa tlua 
laaiaa ta advaaaa tf.A. Oaaaatia and iattraarlaaal o^iajr 
eO)oatiTM. 

• tataraotod la haariad (ran yoa, wMi typo o( iaiotMtlonal 
altarmaiifoa ta Cyoto wowld yoa ea p pa r tT 


aorrt a at am Ptr4imiovr or ft an 
tt\iia AitnuomiioioiLMiua 
aatbCASCiOiMMavmi immm 


UNCLASSIFIEO 
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JniAr, mdIMjUr 


fCkody lUodotV Fcbfiuiy 6, 2001. fu to die Duch tr^m c^fliog foe Wauooi Uinnuul 
(obuiurtl by hUtut^ Rnuuiict Dcfrnie CouiMil ihiuiqdi FOIA cci|uc»0 





TO:IJo«>riHwmTt I 

omoK CEO 

FAX: faM.4««.lflO~ I 

TUchatw: 202 * 19.^40 

FROM' Randy PUndol 
Covawr KuoAMoM-WMNn0tonOffica 
FAX: 202J02.02e7(t«ft.« WJtiQMr. 
r«adwv xaM3caM{»Mfe«mMi4m 

■ Mil II iiiai j n 


M):oamom 


Oa^Dmm eftMein 

Miiaai co««r ff 



Attached la a briafmamo ouWnIng tfw laauaa ralatad to tha 
on-QOlng tPCC noTObaliona on ttm Third Aasossment 
Raport I hava also attachad othar matarlal that may ba 
uaa/ulloyoa. 

I wiV can 10 diacuas tha tacommandaOona ragardtng tha 
taam that can battar rapraaant tha Bush AdmMatrotion 
mtaraala until kay appointmants and ra^ssassmants ara 
mada. 
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• Ut-u k. i* 

Olobal Chmit* Sd»nc*-luuM for 3001 


1 TfoVCCIlonKflMiMMMMniNlaftMtiKaMIkTM* 

«MM>n«n Hnort (TAfo. uniMHC cr tHB MMI« (>Q« A««ra at r* nWM* 
— ettraa^— ^tiaitnm<m6 i i »» Mii%po>t rtv^CkitMU 
^ Rtetr matOA VI AiMKaa <116 It tlM ia M t*nat r«*en ■ n* WMd (art 

(kmx tuVcnrwt ^ ) M«en Ml Kva IKM Dv M 9M ane Mnad r «■ 
C'Wen<CewWS>»iiiiut»Ofc»rfSovictindrirttiifcBntri Hilv«MVtit 
rcStnataiBiaa rtiM iai ai n VTaTAW Hsotuv. n* csud M vavMid ■ » vcc 
MMian m IMT w nw 

p— < ■*■><«>■ i x w r aat tov tv Wen pwttWa a tivti vw V ta 
Ttiiia«ta a Miiat f aica.ivaa taM aafWMtiaVtaa a Baa» a aa«a>«aa 
waaaavttiUtlaiiaBai ■aWAtVaait ' taVtii'iitvraat a yK a ava. 
afaa aa a^ a <tar«t «« kai raamaav agpRMV *V tecapiaaa a«a war 
lav * >k MMvt eaatr ha aa taM sMai MB a Maa awMiaa V iw 
»aata*»aaaita»taa(a»t»aayaaata»»lanBa>att»iQ«Vmnat 

Caa Ntana at nivacaa aaa V ila naiav ar va UX f 

naWatoi(am«nvBaaavBpataahrKM« aoononabi angratn 

*-***" - *M 1 — — — — — , — I t — nr-i-TB nri a ni ai nr it 

Cm* aaon iBCiBaaa a -taaiaafy IV Baltir Hiaan' (UVt Bat V aavaaar ky 
PCC (aaafaaaaa ay taaunaua to • tavtraaa lataa M a Wvama Ofaua 

aMan «ai ra .naaivng aoM uni«A 1900 tayaa; aoayM by fa Oraup a ihv 

lataaa 


*iyaeaiavyay>oa»igCitialayBnv n v aa .VtO<watiaoltiiary>i 
Barylal. CMa « Januay 1 7^. aearM9 ya SPW. M acaaolK ta navi na 
US Otaotaca ilStAa iMtf) aaa aVaBad la aaa m «a^aM » ^ ya ara ara botw 
creaiaeM. (aanjaaaaawaayatalatkAaiaiaaaNii TaratiSnyacMy 
wvailOOaa MJMaryitaaacbaataiaairJaBavylO. IMOmaBaUS 
Tkt U.(. lf*H flSrvM^Had ^ CMbaAm • 0 s 

1. Saa Dtpairaic Ml IMia Otv* BbaaVi. OUaa Oaata 0«M. Oeava aial 

'atr a vaai f ia» n >aa.vpaV a a f aS i a«aaiaaa&aaiiiycaalolWa»a \ . 
laaaia) 


tDWatyjMOitaa v t i a a a aaaTtaaiia n atacylieaina a antiia.*aa»jaa 
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Smokt, Mtmrs, and Hot Air \ 53 


nb-Mrja\ :».i3 Ivcmvtk ^ X 


Global Climate Scionee-lasMe for 2001 


BwftMn and MaoCrsd^ «wre bar MCMly nvoi^ in fftt producMn 0^ tt« us 
Madonri Asasaariart (hit has 5Mn iptrdV olBctaid for ik poBbcal and iciafefle b«& 

The Nefeonel ^ee si meft was dnvan by • pomctl echedUe to Nrip the Oore c w n p ayi. 
Sovtnl oonirelid Ms lewt uaad to gtt ’notonn modto altonlion stoot 
ConprasMonal ovBfitgh! lorosd a dstoy in toe rviuse tfOw nport 

2B».‘ Kat« 0»erbiuro omT MacC/aaikaff bean fWMMbd iVom (Mir poaMona 
oTMliMneeT 

jaieii' dM U& pe««eM Ml 0ke M*Of Otf * faOact toe 

aonoiants ree«v<o</7 

Whla toe SPU waa «rtoan to toe^nian {nge.'pnnr. I mo sistM toat 
Thftiar rasMrth to raguired to tovfowe toe abiny to datoct atotoe arto (Tdaratarto 
dimaaa dtarge to reduea iTCMtoinbaf and to pft^ Mjra dimale ctoanfias * 

Aocontoto to an AP itory. Wtonjn. to eenmens^ oe toe rapon. wh>eh wee 

tatoaaad by ttto Graito. u wtoeh has net yot bean acsaptod by »a M IPCC, add 

The Unbed Statec m ««y off meedng Is torgets.* a«d VMIncn *A 
oou%y Uw Cheia h« dona mote, to my opnon. toan a eotrvy tote the 
Jnflad Statos to mova tomart to aoonorrvc dewopatanl nhle ranwnng 
•itorenmenlelPy eerMAhe * 

China, ef course, has no oommenanti under ttia Kyoto Protocol and la 
gneenhouae 901 amtosMO are yrgeang «to MU Mun atceed tooaa or Iha U4. 

2. Wtortdng Group n to echediiled to meet on the impeeto of Climato 
Ciango' to ptanary m Qtmn, »MOartartd. tram Nbruory 12>ie. Rapoto^ toe 
U.8. hoi aubmtoed oommsrei on toe drtot report by January 6. which wM toe daedina. 
Those oommant s have not bean made puttie. 

itIUP’ Mho rtaa mi'fiwed 0»oae oemmerMs? 

iaeiB; Miftal to toe US. poaftion on Che raporr? 

iUtlf.' Mfw «• npttmiH toe USl at Am meeCtoj? 


PCC^OO^ 
Amom; 2)001 
Seat 2 ore 
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i4 I ^ C i ww rf S i i iM 


OlotMi Canute ScteOM-tetUM (or 2001 


>- WM«ki«OfMoBbiMaM»nniaata«Kan<>CMMC>ir««‘a 
iteiavir.tocn.Otem.frMtee'JifyaitHHciiX OnmmoimnMai 
M 4f lA ^ipsnOTti ■* 4 h* to ba wintiM ar JnjMV a 

(m>.- tell b M WtoUtoW (>»«» » ■■ ■ !>? 

tua.' Ntoto a «• (/.& tetotoM M> (to n»«(r 

giai.MtoitoanatoMMatottkr teuttouxiatur 

4 teA«U44,iN1.ttoWIPCC«K!aOJMtoi>«toto|toMynlWnH, 
Kotti. to •»« bl Ctotototoia fw iMJto to M riM tevbng Otoui 

ma; Mi to* US. iwto* «• MMtou a«ai I ctoMMto to *• 
r tototo iO iw wto^**— Ma*r 

iBte.- te» toto i«to*H« (to US «M toNto >to »« to* U S P«**gar 


lua. Cto to* ntotot *■ 4WkfiW tote to* US Ul piatMM itodHM 

tototou 1 1 teia»> 

1 TMto««totoMKto«toTMtotoittetaMiRia*i«im}Mtototo 
M*i4rtoto4«<4toll*hal1Mto*ai1l**fWto Aai* ton* M. KMnStoim 

litoltoiitoatotof ito < Mni rM to<>l»iaOe<tonrtotoi»»to*tndMM i * rf »i« 
4Mton*toUa|ra Ai**ato4nSaito*totototoh*aMi*toC0>an*toiaailrlDr 
tovnmtototoatowitoltoiJtottatoiMMItotf/tooalJI TnarcCitefitor 

— i»»totoU*l««»i«» l itoto « >ii»*-lttoi4iiia Mi » ■■» l >toi « ii l il»»^ 


kw te* totoi**H«i*4Mtoi*a«to*w4( 4i|«r 

TTattote n* tote* TAM tot I* teaiMito *<« tor peCJOto <M to COto.?). 

con-f, >toU to Tito Hun toto to*ian**i. toteto Mboto Vanitg te vex on 
mtervateto to to* Rioic PmooO ina «•) ill totovitontoii M t Mtol iMl 
ogttotoaoi.UiMMtotetoito to i to t nl DtoWtoaSSeTAtooiOtoUtoCB 

— *!*iStorv C wari.»a«Wtort1«JWto 1. Sourmto—rtCOtoSteiicii* 
tortototoWB COtoJbKii*4kMl**i**IOctotei2toNmatiftli 
Mhmltock. Mtocecto tositoto alto dto totoaOtoiy tato**. 


toOCiai 

AMMiaci 

*>a>>«4 
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Sm^, h^mn, tndHotAir 1 55 




Gtobal Cllmat« Scienc«-1tsuM for 2001 


lUcowwwdatforw: 

1. ftMlnicUv 9« U.S. •Oind«>et K upeamlng PCC > w >tti n gi to Mtuto figOLfltJht 

• AppoM Or. Jelm CMaijr. Urwtototy eT Ala biry^ l <t^<<to(LMd AtiOior-Wottoto 
CroupOasACtoncpIntf foe V» bttoftOf/tfto PCCpraoM. ntorto. 2$0.Wl.77O 
Thto toptoow Btorbaum «rd UaeCeacfton. 

b. >^potol Dr. Rtchwd LMson. yrr.ajMd Auttor-Wodihg Oevto 1} « co-tMb to 

coPduclonir rT to < 1iTtoi^olttoCon w Mt<towftoWcef»flQf^topo«to{l.b«to 
W) md to ivvtow toe US cw riwa ti to be «ub<aCtod(U. to) Phone. 6l7.tf3. 2 C2 

e OetoeOr.Jee rifd^r. NtotoneC Reeeento Counee-Soare on Aimoephertc Soenoe* 
■eto Cltoto to ( C oeetor toto d»e • W ieie wf i Pitoeeye fee »e >toto Decede* reperi tot toe 
Cm^ AdRW* toed to bury), to ««eto<MtoCi«ii(yA.todair Phene 202-336 3512 

d Oeto* eomeone from toe Stole Peel to eoto tftoee toe deeceon d Chrmyiitodaen for 
toe’eareeneuenegobeBione* T>ii» reptooee Mo*e 

2. Reque«tooltoeApri64MtoCCmeeM6bedto»nedalleeil304eyedntoare- 
Moewnienl of US In^ oen be mede 

3 fteoueei toto •• aelen fttotod to toe Thee Aeeeumeni Rapoft li delorred (Ato toe 
»CCproeeaeiaoe»np«*ftf3<M6dey») TNafrutotodudatwWtownretoeaeoftoe 
draft Syntoeae Rapoii 

< Ei^foee toe peoeMry 0 / atfung Speabar Haetort to cnaito Or. Harton WatMTv Hm 
S oanee Ccmnitoee. eraiabia to noie w*t toe toton Or We n cm hae been 
reocewnended far toe baa eto r d S a c »toM> o# Stoia ter O o eena poafton 


pccioei 

Peeta 34«i 
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I (Mim ^ Cf mw m 4 S i t mit m 


SMn|4c m«k ii|r t/DiaTi SiiJlcfpi. PLn ftM (hf Oinutc duuiiic SunH^ Ptuf^jm. |r. 2(K 

b)r Philip Caaagy, Oilrf of SulT. White Hau« Council of Eaviianmrnul Ouobet 2003L 

(provided by Rich Piliz, Chmaie Viecicr Wucli) 
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Sm$te. Mimn, miHotAtr |^7 


Email from Mryon EbdI. Competitive Enterprise Institute, to Phil Cooney 
(obtained by ExxonSeciets.org through FOIA request) 


Myron EMI <rw6<IIOctl.ofg> 
06«3/2002 06:0&t)6 PM 

R« 00 rdTyp»: Rtoord 

To: PMCoonoyJCCQ€OPOEOP 

ee: 

Sub^ PM. ihank* for caMflQ and 


Door PM. 

Thanks ter coMing and asWng for our help. I know youTe In crtels mode, but from our orte it It a 
moat walc o mo change from tee >VfmMttraften‘i SOP. oMch it to lei oontorvalfvoe to elop bothering 
Item and to shut up So tfb nlco to know weVo n eeded otko in a whip. I want to help you cool iMngt 
down, but after oorttuitlng wi9) the team. I thnk that what wo can do it Hmited unti teero is an official 
etaioment from the Adnonietration repudiating the report to the UNFCCC and dtoavowino largo ports of ff. 

As I said, we made ihe docieion tot morning to do as much as we could to doAoct cribosm by 
btoming EPA for freelancing It laome lo ma that tha folks al EPA are tie obvious fM guys, artd we would 
only hope that the tel guy (or gal) thould be ae high up as poeateie. I have done several intervlewe and 
hai^ ftraetad that tha praeidant naads to get everyone rowlrtg hfilha same dkecbon. Perhaps tomorrow 
we wfl cMI ter Whitman to be fired I know that that doesn't eourte much help, but I teems lo me ttel 
our only leverage to push you in the right direcbon is to dnve a wedge b etween toe Prestoent arto those In 
ttte Administratton who think lhal toey are servir>g the presidenrt best rterests by pushing this rubbish 

The re f erer Ko a to toe Naeonal A ssets ment in the report are most hurttel to us because we 
dropped our laweui last Septomber 8to after reoelvv^g e wnllan essirance toal toe NoBor^ai Aaeesemem 
did nd represent "policy poeMona or offidel et ato mer^ of tha U. S. govemma ot ." The previoue 
communicettoo from too U. $. govemmeni to toe UNFCCC wee e detaled otbdsm of the IPCCs Third 
Assessment Report that refiected that agreemeni and also mpl'Stf s disavowal of the Nabonel 
Aseasament So toe new tranamatai to toe UNCCC looks tout much Hwl looks to the New York Tense 

So rm wMtog and reedy to help, but R wool be possible to do much without tome sort of 
backtracking from toe Admlrvofrabon. Unleei toat occurs, then you have handed an ewM lot of 
a mmunition to Jkn Jeffords, and tha only way we wl ba abie to fight him and Ms altot In toe Congrats 
is to get much more strldeni snd rwley. Even tf the Admini stra tion does move quicUy to get beck on toe 
right skfe of toe issue, it may be too late to save our side in the Senate from bang squashed. If H were 
only tois one Mbs (hsetter we could si lock arms arto weather toa assuaR. but this Adrrwil s tration haa 
managed, wtoether through inc o mpetence or tnienbon. to creat e one disaeter after another ar>d then to 
eipect Re aliee to claen up toe meee Idontlmowwftotoerwehavetoereeouroeetocteanuptoleone. 
Beet 
Myron. 
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Executive Summary 


ederal climate science research is at 
the forefront of assessing fundamental 
causes of global warming and the future 
dangers it could pose to our nation and 
the world. Such research is of tremendous value 
to many Americans planning for these risks, 
including coastal communities designing infra- 
structure for protecting against storm surges; 
civil authorities planning for heat waves; power 
companies preparing for higher peak energy 
demands; forest managers planning wildfire 
management programs; ski resort owners in- 
vesting in snow-making equipment; and policy 
makers evaluating energy legislation. Therefore, 
it is crucial that the best available science on 
climate change be disseminated to the public, 
through government websites, reports, ar>d press 
releases. In recent years, however, this science 
has been increasingly tailored to reflect political 
goals rather than scientific fact. 

Out of concern that inappropriate political inter- 
ference and media favoritism are compromising 


Accountability Project (GAP) undertook in- 
dependent investigations of federal climate 
science. UCS mailed a questionnaire to more 
than 1 ,600 climate scientists at seven federal 
agencies to gauge the extent to which politics 
was playing a role in scientists’ research. Surveys 
were also sent to scientists at the independent 
(non-federal) National Center for Atmospheric 
Research (NCAR) to serve as a comparison with 
the experience of federal scientists. About 
1 9 percent of all scientists responded (279 
from federal agencies and 29 from NCAR). At 
the same time, GAP conducted 40 In-depth 
interviews with federal climate scientists and 
other officials and analyzed thousands of pages 
of government documents, obtained through 
the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) and 
inside sources, regarding agency media poli- 
cies and congressional communications. 

These two complementary Investigations 
arrived at similar conclusions regarding the 
state of federal climate research and the need 




federal climate science, the Union of 
Concerned Scientists (UCS) 
and the Government 


for strong policies to protect the 
Integrity of science and 
the free flow of scien- 
tific information. 
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Political interference with Climate Science 
The federal government needs accurate scien- 
tific information to craft effeaive policies. 
Political interference with the work of federal 
scientists threatens the quality and integrity of 
these policies. As such, no scientist should ever 
encounter any of the various types of political 
interference described in our survey questions. 
Yet unacceptably large numbers of federal 
climate scientists persor>ally experienced in- 
stances of interference over the past five years; 

• Nearly half of all respondents (46 percent of 
all respondents to the question) perceived or 
personally experienced pressure to eliminate 
the words 'climate change.* 'global warming.” 
or other similar terms from a variety of 
communications. 


• Nearly half (46 percent) perceived or per- 
sonally experienced new or unusual adminis- 
trative requirements that impair climate- 
related work. 

• One-quarter (25 percent) perceived or 
personally experienced situations in which 
scientists have actively objected to. resigned 
from, or removed themselves from a project 
because of pressure to change scientific 
findings. 

• Asked to quantify the number of incidents 
of interference of all types. 1 50 scientists 
(58 percent) said they had penonolly expe- 
r/enced one or more such incidents within 
the F>ast five years, for a total of at least 
435 incidents of political interference. 


• Two in five (43 percent) perceived or per- 
sonally experienced changes or edits during 
review that changed the meaning of scien- 
tific findings. 

“I believe the line has been crossed 
between science informing public 
policy and policy manipulating 
the science (and trying to influence 
its outcome). I have personally 
experienced this manipulation in 
the area of communicating the 
science many times.” 

— A SCIENTIST AT THE EPA 

• More than one-third (37 percent) perceived 
or personally experienced statements by 
officials at their agencies that misrepresented 
scientists' findings. 

• Nearly two in five (38 percent) perceived or 
personally experienced the disappearance or 
unusual delay of websites, reports, or other 
science-based materials relating to climate. 


The more frequently a climate scientist's work 
touches on sensitive or controversial issues, the 
more interference he or she reported. More 
than three-quarters (78 percent) of those sur- 
vey respondents who self-reported that their 
research 'always' or 'frequently' touches on 
Issues that could be considered sensitive or 
controversial also reported they had personally 
experienced at least one incident of inappro- 
priate interference. More than one-quarter 
(27 percent) of this same group had experienced 
six or more such incidents in the past five years. 

In contrast to this evidence of widespread inter- 
ference In climate science at federal agencies, 
scientists at the independent National Center 
for Atmospheric Research (NCAR). who are not 
federal employees, reported far fewer instances 
of interference. Only 22 percent of all NCAR 
respondents had personally experienced such 
incidents over the past five years. 

Barriers to Communication 
Federal scientists have a constitutional right to 
speak about their scientific research, and the 
American public has a right to be informed of 
the findings of taxpayer-supported research. 
Restrictions on scientists who report findings 
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contrary to an administration's preferred 
policies undermine these basic rights. These 
practices also contribute to a general misunder* 
standing of the findings of climate science and 
degrade our government's ability to make 
effective policies on topics ranging from public 
health to agriculture to disaster preparation. 

The investigation uncovered numerous exam* 
pies of public affairs officers at federal agerKies 
taking a highly aaive role in regulating commu- 
nications between agency scientists and the 
media — in effect serving as gatekeepers for 
scientific information. 


‘^Polic>' .should be based on 
.sound science; results of .science 
should not be diluted or . . . adjusted 
to justify policy. This particular 
Administration has gone beyond 
reasonable boundaries, on this 
issue. To be in denial on climate 
change is a crime against 
the Nation.” 


Among the examples taken from interviews 

and FOIA documents: 

• One agency scientist, whose research 
illustrates a possible connection between 
hurricanes and global warmir>g, was repeat- 
edly barred from speaking to the media. 

Press inquiries on the subject were routed to 
another scientist whose views n>ore closely 
matched official administration policy. 

• Government scientists routinely erKounter 
difficulty In obtaining approval for official 
press releases that highlight research Into the 
causes and consequences of global warming. 

• Scientists report that public affairs officers 
are sometimes present at or listen in on inter- 
views between certain scientists and the 
media. 


— A SCIENTIST AT THE USOA 

openness policy that affirms the right of open 
scientific communication. Perhaps as a result. 61 
percent of NASA survey respondents said recent 
policies affirming scientific openness at their 
agency have improved the environment for 
climate research. While imperfect, the new 
NASA media policy stands as a model for the 
type of action other federal agencies should 
take In reforming their media policies. 

The investigation also highlighted problems 
with the process by which scientific findings 
are communicated to policy makers in Cortgress. 
One example, taken from internal documents 
provided to GAP by agency staff, shows edits 
to official questions for the record by political 
appointees, which change the meanirrg of 
the scientific findings being presented. 


• Both scientists and jourrtallsts report that 
restrictive media policies artd practices have 
had the effect of slowing down the process 
by which interview requests are approved. 

As a result, the number of contacts between 
government sdentists and the news media 
has been greatly reduced. 

Highly publicized incidents of interference have 
led at least one agency to implement reforms; 
in February 2006, NASA adopted a scientific 


Inadequate Funding 

When adjusted for Inflation, fundirtg for federal 
climate science research has declined since the 
mid-1990s. A majority of survey respondents 
disagreed that the government has done a good 
job funding climate science, and a large number 
of scientists warned that Inadequate levels of 
funding are harming the capacity of researchers 
to make progress in ur>derstanding the causes 
and effects of climate change. Budget cuts that 
have forced the cancellation of crucial Earth 
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'‘SdcntiiitH nhould be free to 
onmniiiiiirnlr with the media, 
rather than hav-inx media conlacl-s 
filtered by 'Public AiTain’ ofTIcem. 
Thia .should hr an official poliey, 
not a 'winh and nod' policy.'* 

— A tCIfNTIST AT NOAA 

OtetrvMkm Mlctlil* progr jmt wvrv of p«rti- 

Ciiif conerm te rp%pf»ndmi\ 


A numter of rrtpondmn i»porwd 

dKfMiino leto MdvfK^eo 1 

«ovirofVT»tni| for <Srnitt in Ifdtril 

« Two-d>odiofroipondoftliM4th«ttod«y\ 
tf»vlr«r«ncnl far Meral jpw w mwi dkiuno 

rruwrh K won* vdcti ^ yMn *90 

467 porcofK) »n6 10 irMn *90 (64 pment}. 
Amoo 9 Kfantbto at NASA, ihn* ruonbm 
wm higher <76 fwvnoi wvt 77 |)*«c«<Tt. 
r»K»*CTW«ly). 

• 4S pw w ii Mid tKn thHr pmoA*l lob 
uRHfaniOA h«sd«cr««Md6wortti*pMl(vw 

V**n. At NAVA, OtfM in (6) pvrwM) 
rvportcd dv^rcMcd )ota utWUCTkui 


• 16 pentm of mpondenb from NASA. «nd 
a patmmataM r»yond*nfv rrfinrt*d ttut 
mortlt th*4r o#5c* w«»*poor*or*4o(trint«ly 
OOOC^anong NCAA rcipondvnik only seven 
percent ivported wicti low lewh al morale 

Retocnmtndeilens 

Thh report hn brought to light numerou\ vmyt 
m wMeb U5 faderei denetc scierxe hM been 
Mteretf. Mpprtiied. end me n ipuM te d In the iMt 
IN* yc«v Until thh poAtkel imerfermrr end\ 
ibe united StMei wA not be eble to fatty pro* 
tect Ameticene end Ibe woild Inim the dengirs 
ofewermingpUnet f feebng syvemt te emure 
lortgeerm Mdependtnt ertd Ktetubie science 
wdl lequlre the energ i es of die enthe Nderel 
govermwenL 

UCS end OAF recommend tbe fallowing reforms 
endecifanv 

• The federt government muft respect the 
conMitudoml dgiH of Klemlsts te week 
ebout any suigm. mdudtng pottry reiaied 
mMten end those outurfa their eree of tx* 
pertise. so fang «s llse sdemlsts meke b clear 
dun they do so m their prtveie raperiiy, and 
suds coriwnunNetions do oof take from 
egerscy tvne end resources. Sdenthis should 
also be made aware of these rights and 
ensure They ere enercned et thee egencies. 

• Utbnatrdechiafisabouiihernmmunins- 
tton of faderel Kientifk mformelion should 
be with scientlsU liicmscfvev While non- 
sclentisis may be helpfat w«h vartCMis eipects 
of wfSilno end eommumcebon. sciontifti 
mutt have eMghI of last rewew* on agency 
iommumcatlam retaied to their icleneAr 
reseairhm ensure sdcncAc eceurecyhes 
been memtamed. 


Poor Morale 

Morale among faderai cttnvaee vlemtsn H geiw 
eratty poor The UCS survey results suggest e 
correletion between the deterkirallcn in morale 
and the poliaclaed envtranmeni surrounding 
frderal dimete science m the present edmtnit* 
tretBon. One primary denger of faw morale and 
decreased funding b thet Ndcrai agmoes may 
have more dMruhy amartlng and keepmg 
the best scNntnts. 
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• Prr-jppruvAl jnd monnortng of mfdU 
int«rv««Mn wt(h KttnuiU try puMc 
«ff« 4 n olficMK should be pUmirwivd VifA- 
bstf >hou(d AOt b« MbfKt to rtstncttcoi OA 
mcdM conUcti beyond « poiry ol kifbrm- 
irw) pobftc offotrt offkob « mKvho of an 
mUnvIeiv end wnwruri^lng the imeanton 
lof thorn AfWfwird. 

• Federal agencies «houldC(Mdytupporttr>t 
free eiochenge ot tcicniihc informabon in 
wnurv They should kmnestigave end conea 
■>»POropnite pokrei practiun. and inudems 
that threaten virrsflhr integmy. determine 
how end why problems have occurtedL end 
make the ncusury referrm to prevent 
further incidenti 

« Congress should mme^atefyeKedptesstae 

on the Eaei-uttve branch to romp^ wtrh hs 
netutory dkity under federel lew end under* 
take pctiudk KienUfk assesvnents of rimate 
change that address the corsseguences for 
the United States. (The lau nailarul assesv 
mem was conducted tn 2000) 


• FundlrsQdeostons regarding climaiectwsge 

piograrm should be guided by srlrmAr 

cniede. end must take mto account the 

Importanse of kvtg'Serm. conttnud cUmate 

observetien programs ^ modtH. 

The reaiey of global wamuo^ includmg 
the role of heat*bappirtg gases from hurrsan 
artheties m drtvlng cimate charsge. has been 
rtt>eatedty allWmed by sclemilk eigienv (wry 
day that the government chooses to ignore 
Climate science is a day It lads to protect luUire 
gmerailons horn the consequences of global 
warming. Our government must commit to 
crmiting bask scientific freedoms and support 
scienbsts m cheir endeavors to bong loentdk 
rcMilts to the polky arena, sdentifkr fora, and 
a Wide array of other audiencet. Addressing 
cimate change h a matter of rutional 
preparedness. 




312 


• AiMotrHilt at rii$%uM 


CHAPTER 1 

Introduction 

C UmMt to«nciAt In (ht 9V»«m- 
mtnt ATv iMiing «p«m an 9 lohal 
clmMrctiAngr Th^Ar»»fiCfust«d 
W obMfVt, AnAlyia, And our 
cnonging plintt And <on*«v thfu findinvi la 
Mhtr Hitfitiitv puficy mriwrv And iha public. 
Fvdvr^ tcivfMhn Kmv w panrd. ha>»<af. 

(bar rholr Andrigi Art bt«r>0 Udercd to rufloct 
polmcAi 90 aH ratfttr than Ktontdk tMt A)- 
tbov^h Iht r«Aily of ytobd WAnmlng Km bom 
rvpMiodly Afflrmnf by vtmtdlc tvpmi. our 
y w rrnin«mhA>bA<nob>ftPWgtb»$mtof 
our knowAc09A by t«A99«rAtin9 IbA lfv«f of 
t^KtrtAlrrty in 9fobd WArtniri9 Kirnt*. 

Ir« lacvnt yMr\ tbrrt bAuc been a number 
of tUQlvoroMe tnitAncM M nbicb POfitKAl Ap* 
pointeti M tbe tedei aI p o rw nn it i d hAve nuni* 
puUtAd or uipprAued vtAAbfk irMPngi or 
ccntored yovfmnw ni wriAArcb yoenOfA M 
?00A tbe iMlenof CoACtmed SOAntim (UO) 
And the Oovonyn«nt AccountAbdey Protm>t 
K*AW«r»dAptndfndy un d tf hw bewwbyt 
Kim of M0 aI cllnuie tclmct m order to 


tnvnU^Alc wtieiher uich imerfvrcme wet 
mdetpread or rvbntwefy KdUwd UC^ niAMed 
A quedtonnAvt to moro ihAn iXbOdbnAle 
lOAntMti Al tmmn (ed««Al Aptnun And the 
mdciiendent tmm'IcdcrAA NMonjI Center for 
AmuMpheric AewAirh CAP conducted 40 in> 
depth mwnnenri writh fAdtfAi cwnAtt loentfiti 
And 99UA«iwnent ofttcieH, and AnjfyAed thou- 
Mods of PApn of yowmmeni documenn 
otamned throuqh rtie F reedom of inibrmehon 
Act (TOtA) ATtd inpde wuecei 

tbete two iurti p AtmenAjry irmnU^Ailam 
concluded th« the Mgh-praile In cldentt of 
poMkAi mwHerence Are pAft of A lAToer pAftem 
of AttAdaonKtemifk irttegtitybrOieluih 
AdmmhbJboa loth invetdgAtlant aIio j w twd 
At dfoAir cortrliniam regaidlnQ yuemment 
poUDCoabon of fedfTAi cUmale reMAfch. And 
found A need lor strong poOoet to proCKt the 
Integnty of Kience And the bee flow of sdert- 
lUc mfeomAtion. Thh report covert ch# And- 
Ingt of both the CAP And lACS mwettigMions 
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CHAPTER 2 

Background on Federal Climate Research 


ederal government research into 
climate change Is a large yet decentral- 
ized enterprise. Government climate 
scientists are scattered across several 
federal departments, programs, and indepen- 
dent agencies. These scientists'development 
of high-tech, satellite-based Earth observation 
instruments and sophisticated computer models 
over the past few decades has contributed to 
the transformation of the global warming 
hypothesis into a testable scientific theory, 
These advances are the result of a significant 
investment of scientific work and American 
taxpayer dollars. This section outlines the his- 
tory, organizational structure, and funding of 
federal climate research. 

History 

Scientific research Into the nature of global 
climate change has long been recognized by 
Congress as a national priority. The U.S. Global 
Change Research Program (USGCRP) was created 
as a presidential initiative in 1 989 and subse- 
quently codified by Congress in the Global 
Change Research Act of 1 990 (GCRAj.The 
USGCRP provided funding to several govern- 
ment agencies to undertake scientific research 
into climate change. 

The GCRA mandated that the USGCRP and 
its affiliated agencies prepare periodic scientific 
assessments of climate change and its likely 
effects and submit them to Congress, produc- 
ing “information readily usable by policymakers 
attempting to formulate effective strategies 
for preventing, mitigating, and adapting to the 
effects of global change"{GCRIO 2006). The first 
of these reports, the National Assessment of the 
Potential Consequences of Climate Variability 
and Change, was published in November 2000. 


In 2001, President George W. Bush established 
the US. Climate Change Research Initiative (CCRI), 
with the goal of refocusing USGCRP resources 
to study“areas of uncertainty [about global cli- 
mate change sciencej"and identifying “priority 
areas where investments can make a difference" 
(CCSP 2003). In 2002, the U.S. Climate Change 
Science Program (CCSP) was formed as a 
successorto both the USGCRP and the CCRI, 
thereby becoming responsible for compliance 
with the requirements of the GCRA. The CCSP 
is currently led by Acting Director William 
Brennan, who is also deputy assistant secre- 
tary for international affairs at the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. 

The CCSP has announced no plans to spon- 
sor research for a second national assessment 
report, and has instead decided to produce 
21 separate 'synthesis and assessment" products 
in order to meet the scientific reporting require- 
ments of the GCRA. The first of these products. 
Temperature Trends In the Lower Atmosphere: 
Steps for Understanding and Reconciling O/ffer- 
ences, was published in April 2006. The CCSP is 
also responsible for providing an annual report 
toCorrgress, Our Changing Planet, detailing the 
status of climate science research and funding. 
The National Academy of Sciences has con- 
vened a committee to provide advice to the 
CCSP regarding evaluation of its current goals 
and strategic planning for future priorities. 

Organization 

We estimate that more than 2,000 govern- 
ment scientists spend at least part of their time 
researchir>g climate-related issues. The agencies 
where most of the scientists are employed are: 
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CHAPTER 3 

Documented Incidents of Political Interference 


T he primary context and motivation for 
both the UCS and GAP investigations 
presented in this report were numerous 
widely reported instances of political 
interference with federal climate science in the 
last six years. These instances include the editing 
of government climate reports by high-level 
administration officials to amplify uncertainty 
in the scientific conclusions: delayand/ordis- 
appearance of government reports on climate 
change; denial of media access to prominent 
climate scientists; changes to agency mission 
statements to de-emphasize climate research; 
and congressional hearings seeking to discredit 
scientific findings on climate change. This sec- 
tion summarizes several of these incidents. 

♦ In 2000, the USGCRP published the National 
Assessment of the Potential Consequences of 
Climate Variability and Change, a research re- 
port that clearly affirmed the reality of global 
warming. In subsequent years, however, ref- 
erences to the National Assessment were 
missing from government discussions of 
climate change including, most important- 
ly, the CCSP's 2003 Strategic Plan, Former 
CCSP Senior Associate Rick Piltz resigned his 
position in June 2005, after 1 0 years of gov- 
ernment service, in part to protest such 
obfuscation. 

In his resignation letter, Piltz wrote: "I have 
not seen a situation like the one that has 
developed under this administration during 
the past four years, in which politicization by 
the White House has fed back directly into 
the science program in such a way as to 
undermine the credibility and integrity of the 
program in its relationship to the research 
community, to program managers, to 
policymakers, and to the public interest" 

{Piltz 2005). 


Documents provided by Piltz and GAP to the 
NewYorkTimes indicated that Philip Cooney, 
thechiefof staff for the White House Council 
on Environmental Quality (CEQ) and a former 
lobbyist for the American Petroleum insti- 
tute, edited government reports on climate 
change in ways that inflated uncertainty and 
cast doubt on scientific findings (Revkin 2005a). 
Two days after the documents were revealed, 
Cooney resigned his government position; it 
was later announced that he had accepted 
a job with ExxonMobil (Revkin 2005b). 

The 2002 U.S. C//mafe Acf/on Report, prepared 
by the EPAas a requirement of the United 
Nations Framework Convention on Climate 
Change, was unusual for a governmental 
climate report from the Bush administration 
in that it explicitly called human activity the 
cause of climate change and described speci- 
fic oroblems that global warming would bring 
to the United States (Revkin 2002). The report, 
which recommended adapting to inevitable 
problems rather than attempting to lower 
emissions, was approved by all relevant agen- 
cies. After it was sent to the United Nations, 
however, no press release or announcement 
was made by the administration. When asked 
about the report by reporters. President Bush 
dismissed It as "a report put out by the 
bU'’eaucracy"{See[ye 2002). 

In September 2002, the administration 
removed a section on climate change from 
the EPA's annual air pollution report (EPA 
2002), even though the topic had been 
discussed in the report in each of the pre- 
ceding five years. 

In June 2003, the New York Times reported 
that the White House tried to substantially 
alter the section on climate change in the 
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EPA's draft Report on the Environment 
(Revkin and Seelye 2003). The draft report, 
referencing numerous scientific studies, 
stated that human activity is contributing 
significantly to climate change. Administra- 
tion officials demanded that the EPA remove 
reference to a temperature record covering 
1,000 years; statements that human activity 
is contributing significantly to climate change; 
and a summary statement that "climate change 
has giobal consequences for human health 
and the environment." 

According to an Interna! EPA memo, White 
House officials demanded so many qualify- 
ing words, such as"potentially"and''may,'' 
that the result would have been to insert 
"uncertainty . . . where there is essentially 
none." Former NOAA official Jerry Mahiman, 
who served as a reviewer for the EPA report, 
noted in an interview, "it was obvious that 
senior EPA officials felt compelled to water 
down the conclusions" (Mahiman 2006). In 
the end, the entire section on climate change 
was deleted from the version of the report 
released for public comment. According to 
internal EPA documents and interviews with 
EPA researchers, agency staff chose this path 
rather than compromising credibility by 
misrepresenting the scientific consensus. 

The USDA's Natural Resources Conservation 
Service (NRCS) was denied a September 2003 
request to reprint a popular informational 
brochure about carbon sequestration in the 
soil and what farmers could do to reduce 
emissions of heat-trapping gases. According 
to one anonymous government official, the 
brochure was widely viewed as one of the 
agency's most successful efforts in the climate 
change field. The NRCS had already distrib- 
uted some 325,000 of the brochures and 
sought a modest update, as well as a 
proposed Spanish edition. 


Yet even this relatively routine proposal was 
passed to the White House CEQ for review; 
as a result of the CEQ's objections about the 
brochure, the NRCS dropped its proposal 
fora reprint (Hohenstein 2004). "It is not Just 
a case of micromanagement, but really of 
censorship of government information," 
according to the official. "In nearly 15 years 
of government service, I can't remember 
ever needing clearance from the White 
House for such a thing" {Anonymous USDA 
official 2004). 

In January 2006, Dr. James Hansen reported 
to the New York Times that NASA officials had 
attempted to prevent him from speaking 
about the science behind global warming 
(Revkin 2006a). At a December lecture, 
Hansen, the long-time director of NASA's 
Goddard institute for Space Studies, had 
called for drastic reductions in heat-trapping 
gases linked to climate change. Following his 
lecture, politically appointed public affairs 
officials began reviewing and filtering his 
public statements and press interviews. One 
appointee resigned after extensive media 
criticism of his conduct in attempting to 
silence Dr. Hansen. Said Hansen,"ln my 
thirty-some years of experience in govern- 
ment, I've never seen control to the degree 
that it's occurring now. I think that it's very 
harmful to the way that a democracy works. 
We need to inform the public if they are 
to make the right decisions and influence 
policy makers" (Hansen 2006). 

In February 2006, Senator Barbara Mikulski 
(D-MD), citing "allegations that scientists 
at NASA and NOAA are routinely prevented 
from reporting theirfindings on climate 
change," asked the Government Accounta- 
bility Office to "undertake a review of the 
policies and practices of our federal science 
agencies to ensure openness in communica- 
tion of federally supported science results" 
(Mikulski 2006). 
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hurricane activity to a natural muiti-decadal 
cycie {NOAA 2005), while not mentioning 
other research by NOAA scientists linking in- 
creased hurricane Intensity to climate change. 
As reported in the Journal Nature in Septem- 
ber 2006, NOAA declined to publish a fact 
sheet on Atlantic hurricanes that highlighted 
the global warming connection (Giles 2006). 
The Nature article quoted NOAA Administra- 
tor Conrad Lautenbacher as saying the infor- 
mation "could not be released because the 
agency cannot take an official position on a 
field of science that is changing so rapidly," 
although NOAA had in fact taken such a 
position on this topic in its November 2005 
magazine article. 

While the examples described above involved 
scientists who were U.S. government employ- 
ees, there have also been notable incidents of 
interference with climate scientists outside 
the federal government. 

• In June 2005, Representative Joe Barton 
(R-TX), then chairman of the House Energy 
and Commerce Committee, disputed clima- 
tologist Michael Mann's methods in recon- 
structing the historical temperature record 
that appeared in the Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change's (IPCC) Third 
Assessment Report. Barton relied on a study 
published by Steve McIntyre (a mining exec- 
utive) and Ross McKitrick (an environmental 
economist) claiming to have discovered flaws 
in the work of Mann and his colleagues. Barton 
demanded that Mann and his colleagues 
provide vast amounts of information to the 
committee, including a list of all their studies 
and funding sources, the location of data 
archives, and information about their use 
of data, their computer code, and their role 
in the IPCC (Barton 2005). 

In response, the National Academy of 
Sciences, the American Association for the 
Advancement of Science, and several mem- 
bers of Congress sent Barton letters express- 


ing serious concern about the intimidation of 
scientists. One such letter came from Repre- 
sentative Sherwood Boehlert (R-NY), former 
chairman of the House Science Committee. 
Boehlert's letter was unusually strong in tone 
for a congressional communication; it stated, 
"My primary concern about your investiga- 
tion is that its purpose seems to be to inti- 
midate scientists rather than to learn from 
them, and to substitute Congressional poli- 
tical review for scientific peer review. This 
would be pernicious" (Boehlert 2005). 

• Senator James Inhofe (R-OK), who has called 
man-made global warming "a hoax," invited 
Drs. Willie Soon and Sallie Baliunasto testify 
at a hearing about their study in the Journal 
Climate Research, which claimed that 20th- 
century global warming is unremarkable com- 
pared with other climate shifts. However, this 
study had been heavily criticized by scien- 
tists; its publisher. Dr. Otto Kinne, and an 
editor (later editor-in-chief), Dr. Hans von 
Storch, later said that the original peer 
reviewers "failed to detect methodological 
flaws"and that after discovering these flaws 
they thought the paper should not have 
been published as written (Revkin 2003). 

In a September 28, 2005, Senate Environ- 
ment and Public Works Committee hearing 
on global warming, Inhofe invited novelist 
Michael Crichton to testify as an "expert 
witness." Crichton, whose fiction novel Store 
of Fear attempted to discredit global change 
research, gave testimony that similarly sought 
to undermine peer-reviewed climate science. 

When UCS and GAP began these investigations, 
it was unclear whether interference such as the 
incidents described above was widespread or 
relatively isolated. Unfortunately, the results of 
our investigations (described in Chapters 5 and 
6) demonstrate that these are not isolated 
incidents but rather part of a larger problem 
facing climate scientists to varying degrees 
across the federal government. 
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The mailing list for the federal scientist survey 
was compiled by gathering information from a 
variety of sources, as no centralized directory of 
federal climate scientists exists. DCS first started 
with a list of federal agencies involved in climate 
science research, and then searched for staff 
names through individual agerrcy websites as 
well as through other government and climate 
science websites such as the GCRP {www.usgcrp. 
gov) and IPCC {www.ipccch).lhe list also in- 
cluded lead authors and reviewers of climate 
reports and papers, as vrell as panel participants 
at scientific conferences. Several experts in the 
climate science field assisted us with compiling 
the mailing list. 

We were successful in finding email addresses 
for nearly all of the scientists on our mailing list 
To boost the survey response rate, reminder 
emails were sent two to three weeks after the 
survey was sent. Since Individuals' names were 
not listed on returned surveys, the reminder 
was sent to all survey recipients. 

Three hundred eight surveys were completed 
and returned to UCS (279 from federal agen- 
cies and 29 from NCAR), for a response rate of 
1 9 percent. The response rate within individual 
agencies was relatively consistent (see Figure 3 
on p. 1 5), with NCAR having the highest response 
rate (25 percent) and DOD having the lowest 
(1 6 percent). Responses were tabulated by Office 
Remedies, an independent data services com- 
pany. One hundred thirty-two federal scientists 
and 1 2 NCAR scientists chose to respond to the 
open-ended essay question, "The integrity of 
U.5. federal government climate science could 
best be improved by . . .’ 

Unless otherwise stated, percentages and num- 
bers stated in this report reflect only the responses 
from the 279 federal agency scientists. A few 
respondents did not answer every question on 
the survey, while certain questions were de- 
signed to allow more than one response to be 
chosen. As a result, the number of responses to 
each question varies slightly. Percentages stated 


in this report are calculated based on the 
number of scientists answering each question, 
rather than the total number of returned sur- 
veys or the total number of responses to each 
question. 

As Figure 4 shows, most survey respondents 
had extensive training in their fields and many 
years of experience working at their agencies. 
More than half of respondents had more than 
10 years of experience at their current agencies, 
and 44 percent had more than 1 5 years of expe- 
rience. Eighty percent had earned a Ph.D. and 
40 percent had post-doctoral research 
experience. 

The full text of the surveys mailed to federal and 
NCAR scientists, along with tabulated responses, 
can be found located In Appendices A and B. 
The raw data for the additional analyses pre- 
sented in this report, including responses to 
selected questions broken out by respondents' 
organization and correlated against other ques- 
tion responses, are located In Appendix C. 

GAP: Interviews with Climate Scientists 

The GAP investigation into the integrity of fed- 
eral climate science commenced in February 
2006. The investigation was prompted by con- 
cerns about political interference with federal 
climate scientists, in particularthe allegations 
of Rick Piltz and James Hansen detailed in 
Chapter 3. The GAP investigation focused on 
the effects of restrictive agency media policies 
and practices, especially those applied to con- 
trol communication from particular scientists 
on "sensitive" scientific issues. The investigation 
also covered efforts to control the communica- 
tion of scientific information to Congress, the 
scientific community, and the public. 

GAP conducted 40 interviews with climate 
scientists, communications officers, agency 
officials, and journalists. These sources— both 
named and confidential — represent inside 
perspectives from NOAA, NASA, the CCSP, 
the EPA, the USGS, and NCAR, as well as local. 
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national, and international media. Aimost half 
of these interviews were conducted in person 
during field visits to research or administrative 
facilities in Boulder, CO (NCAR. NOAA's Global 
Monitoring Division); Princeton. NJ (NOAA's 
Geophysical Fluid Dynamics Laboratory); New 
York. NY (NASA's Goddard Institute for Space 
Studies); and Silver Spring. MO (NOAA's Office 
of Oceanic and Atmospheric Research). The 
remaining interviews occurred by telephone 
or email. More than a dozen agency and prog* 
ram officials either turned down or did not 
respond to requests for interviews. 

In addition to scientist interviews, GAP reviewed 
thousands of pages of documentation obtained 
from Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) disclo- 
sures and from internal agency sources. FOIA 


requests were submitted in June 2006 to NASA, 
NOAA, and the EPA asking for any and all com- 
munications regarding or containing the words 
'climate change,' 'hurricanes,'or 'global warm- 
ing;* any documents or communications relati- 
ng to agency media policies or guidelines; and. 
in the case of NOAA. documents relating to offi- 
cial agency responses to congressional requests. 
More than 2,000 pages of documents were 
obtained from the FOIA disclosures, the vast 
majority of which were received from NOAA. 
The NASA request yielded only nine pages of 
documents, and the EPA allegedly found no 
relevant documents, despite the broad wording 
of the request. GAP also reviewed more than 
60 published news articles and more than two 
dozen congressional documents including re- 
ports. testimony, and questions for the record. 
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CHAPTER 5 

UC5 Survey Results 


T he DCS survey uncovered evidence for 
political interference in federal climate 
science clustered In four broad 
categories: 

• political interference with or misrepresen- 
tation of scientific results; 

• excessive barriers to communication between 
scientists and the public, including the news 
media; 

• inadequate levels of funding; and 
• poor morale and job satisfaction among 
federal climate scientists. 

Political interference 

Large numbers of federal climate scientists 
reported that they had perceived in others or 
personally experienced various types of inter- 
ference, from the explicit to the subtle: 

• Nearly half of all respondents (46 percent)’ 
perceived or personally experienced pressure 
to eliminate the words "climate change," 
"global warming," or other similar terms from 
a variety of communications. Such pressure 
was personally experienced by 57 scientists 
(21 percent of respondents to the question). 

• Two in five (43 percent) perceived or per- 
sonally experienced changes or edits during 
review that changed the meaning of scien- 
tific findings. Such changes were personally 
experienced by 41 scientists (1 5 percent of 
respondents to the question). 

• More than one-third (37 percent) perceived 
or personalty experienced statements by offi- 
cials at their agencies that misrepresented 
scientists'findings. 


• Nearly two in five (38 percent) perceived 

or personaliy experienced disappearance or 
unusual delay of websites, reports, or other 
science-based materials relating to climate. 

» Nearly half (46 percent) perceived or per- 
sonally experienced new or unusual admin- 
istrative requirements that impair climate 
related work. 

• One-quarter (25 percent) perceived or 
personally experienced situations in which 
scientists have actively objected to, resigned 
from, or removed themselves from a project 
because of pressure to change scientific 
findings. 

These results are summarized in Figure 5 on 
p. 21; responses to other questions can be 
found in Appendices A and B, 

In response to the survey essay question asking 
about the best way to improve the integrity of 
federal climate science, 73 scientists directly catted 
fiar ending political interference in the work 
of climate scientists. A selection of these essay 
responses can be found in the box on p. 20. 

Survey respondents were also asked to quantify 
the number of Incidents of interference of ail 
types, either perceived in others or personally 
experienced, over the past five years. The avail- 
able choices for the number of incidents were 
0, 1-5, 6-10, 1 1-20, or more than 20. One hun- 
dred eighty-eight scientists (73 percent of al! 
respondents to this question) said they had 
perceived one or more such incidents within the 
past five years, and 150 scientists (58 percent of 


1 Percentages reflect the number of scientists who answered a particular question. Some survey responder^ts did not answer every question. 
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FIGURE 5: Political Interference in Federal Climate Science 
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such incidents in the past five years. Scien- 
tists whose research topics could 'seldom' 
be considered sensitive or controversial 
reported notably less interference; while 
60 percent of this group perceived one or 
more such Incidents in others, only 30 per- 
cent experienced them. 


all respondents to this question) said they 
had personally experienced one or more such 
incidents. Considering the low and high ranges 
for each available response option, those 1 50 
scientists reported personally experiencing a 
collective total of or/eosr 435 incidents of 
political Interference over the past five years, 
and possibly more than 1.000 incidents. 

The rate at which political interference occurs 
appears to be connected with the subject 
matter of a scientist's research. Survey results 
showed that the more frequently a climate 
scientist's work touches on issues that can be 
considered sensitive or controversial, the more 
likely he or she was to report interference; this 
trervd can be clearly seen in Figure 6 on p. 23. 
More than three-quarters (78 percent) of respon- 
dents who self-reported that their research 
'always' or 'frequently' touches on issues that 
could be considered sensitive or controversial 
also reported they had personally experienced 
at least one incident of inappropriate interfer- 
ence. More than one-quarter (27 percent) of 
this same group had experienced six or more 


“U.S. Federal government climate 
science does not lack integrity. 
Science assessments, summaries, 
polic>’ papers sometimes do lack 
integrity. The best way to improve 
them would be to ensure they arc 
written by qualified scientists, 
not by political hacks.” 

— A SCIENTIST AT THE USGS 
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FIGURE 6; Political Interference on Controversial Issues 



This pattern of higher reported levels of inter- 
ference from scientists workir>g on controversial 
topics is seen across each of the specific t^)es 
of interference. In five of the six categories of 
interference listed in Figure S on p. 21, the rate 
of political interference among scientists who 
often work on sensitive or controversial Issues 
rises to more than SO percent. For example, 

46 percent of all respondents, but S9 percent 
of scientists who always or frequently work on 
sensitive or controversial issues, perceived or 
experienced pressure to eliminate the words 
'climate char>ge.'’gk)bal warming,* or other 
similar terms from a variety of communications. 

Rates of political interference are also found 
to be higher among scientists svho spend a 
larger percentage of time on climate-related 
work. Amor>g respondents who spend more 
than halftheir time working on climate sciefKe, 
63 percent personally experienced at least one 
irvcldent of political interference in the past 
five years. This number is smaller (47 percent) 


amor>g resportdents who spend 50 percent 
or less of their time working on climate scierKe. 

Among respondents from NCAR. reports of 
incidents such as those described above were 
much lower than at federal agencies, irrespec- 


“Removc the current atmosphere 
where scienti.sts who report 
findings truthfully may face 
consequences if they contradict 
administration policies.** 

— A SCIENTIST AT NOAA 


tive of the controversial nature of the scientists' 
research. Only 22 percent of all NCAR respon- 
dents had personally experienced at least one 
incident of interf^er>ce. 
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ORGANIZATIONAL REFORM 

Although not specifically addressed in the survey questionnaire, several scientists critiqued In 
their essay responses the fact that federal climate scieiKe Is spread out across several federal 
agencies and is not the top priority of any single agency. No consensus solution exists among 
respondirvg Kientlsts; some advocate the creation of a siitgle federal agency dedicated to 
climate change Kience, while others recommend strengthening the existing Climate Change 
Science Program that coordinates the climate work of many federal agencies. Below Is a 
selection of essay responses on this topk. 


‘HThe main issue, as we often discuss, is that 
climate Is not the primary mission of any 
agency, and Is done piecemeal as resources 
permit, by a large collection of US agencies.' 
~ A scientist at NASA 

'There is the problem that the U.S. has 
rro national framework for climate change 
research to guide expersditures or coordi- 
irate efforts.' 

— A scientist at NASA 

'Need full-time. Senate-confirmed Director 
ofCCSP/USGCfiPr 

— A scientist at NASA 


'Formation of a US climate agency — 
i>o US agerKy has climate as i1 priority so 
no agerKy falls K climate science fails.* 

A scientist at NASA 

Xreating a separate climate science 
agerKy or, at least assign climate scierKe 
research to an existing agency. No agency 
b presently responsible for successfully 
Investigating this critical area of research.* 

— A scientist at NOAA 

'Separating meteorology and climatology 
organLzatiorraily. Moving NOAA out of 
Dept, of Commerce.' 

— A scientist at NOAA 


None of the seven federal agencies surveyed 
was entirely free of incidents of political inter- 
ference, and agencies with the largest numbers 
of climate scientists reported some of the high- 
est rates of Interference. ConskJerirtg the three 
agencies with the highest number of climate 
scientists In the survey. 63 percent of NOAA 
resportdents, 48 percent of DOE respondents, 
and 60 percent of NASA respondents had per- 
sonally experienced at least one Incident of 
political interference In the past five years. 
Notably, more than a quarter of NOAA respon- 
dents (27 percent, more than arty other agency) 
had personally experienced pressure to elimi- 
nate the words 'climate change.' 'global 
warming,' or other similar terms from their 
communications. 


Barriers to Communication 
The UCS survey also Investigated whether 
scientists experienced problems communicat- 
ing to the public or media. Among all survey 
respondents, more than a third (39 percent) 
experienced or perceived 'fear of retaliation 
for openly expressing concerns about climate 
change outside my agency.'and a similar num- 
ber (38 percent) also perceived or experienced 
'disappearartce or unusual delay In the release 
of websites, reports, or other science-based 
materials.* More than half (52 percent) said their 
agencies 'always'or ‘frequently’ require public 
affairs officials to monitor scientists' communi- 
cations with the media. 

These numbers rose amortg scientists who 
'always' or 'frequently' worked on sensitive 
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or controversial issues. Fifty-nine percent of 
respondents in this group perceived or experi- 
enced fear of retaliation for expressing their 
views outside their agencies, and 56 percent 
perceived or experienced the disappearance of 
science-based materials. Among NCAR respon- 
dents, these numbers were considerably lower. 
Only sever) percent personally experienced the 
disappearance of science-based materials, or 
personally experienced fear of retaliation for 
expressing their views outside NCAR. 

Survey respondents were asked about recent 
changes in policies pertaining to scientif< open- 
ness at their agerscies. Figure 7 compares the 
impact of scientific openness policies at NASA 
and NOAA (both released statements publicii- 
ing their scientific openness policies in February 
2006, just four months before the surveys were 
mailed to scientist) as reported by Mjrvey resporv- 
dents. A majority (61 percent) of respondents 
from NASA agreed that recent changes to poli- 
cies pertainirsg to scientific openrsess have im- 
proved the environment for climate research at 
their agency, in contrast to 1 7 percent of NOAA 
scientists who agreed with the statement. Very 
small numbers of scientists at other federal 


“In general, climate change science 
is continuing at government agen> 
cies» and 1 believe \v*e continue our 
world-recognized pre-eminence 
that we had in the 1990's. However, 
much of all work continues more 
clandestinely as we’ve had to amend 
our project titles and descriptions 
to get rid of key buzzwords that are 
not focused [on] by the current 
Bush administration.*’ 

— A SCIENTIST AT THE USDA 


agencies agreed with the statement that changes 
in scientific openr>ess policies improved the 
environment for climate research at their 
agefKies, but UCS has r>ot heard about any 
scientIfK openness policies implemented by 
those agencies so they are rtot Included in 
the comparison here. 


FIGURE 7: Comparing the Impact of NASA arxl NOAA Scientific Openness Policies 
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FIGURE 1 1 ; Moral* within Climate Research Offices 



Survey responses from NCAR scientists again 
told a very different story than those from fed- 
eral agency scientists. Among NCAR respon- 
dents, 69 percent described morale as good 
or excellent: only seven percent reported that 
morale within their office was poor and no 
NCAR scientists reported extremely poor 
morale (see Figure 1 1). NCAR scientists were 
also less likely than average (only 39 percent) to 
report decreased personal job satisfaction over 
the past few years. In addition, NCAR scientists 
responded most enthusiastically to the state- 
ment, ‘Climate science at my agerKy is moving 
in the right direction.” More than 86 percent of 
NCAR respondents agreed or strongly agreed 
with this statement, compared with Just 


47 percent of all federal respondents (and less 
than a third of respondents at some individual 
agencies). 

Despite low morale, agency scientists gener- 
ally hold the managers of federal agency scien- 
tific research In high regard. More than four in 
five respondents to the UCS survey (83 percent) 
agreed or strongly agreed with the statement. 
'My agency's leadership aspires to and expects 
a high level of integrity and professionalism.' 
However, only half of respondents (48 percent) 
said that their management stood behind 
scientific staff or managers who put forth 
‘scientifically defensible positions that may 
be politically controversial.' 
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CHAPTER 6 

GAP Investigation Results 


T hrough a series of in-depth interviews 
with climate scientists and other federal 
officials, and a review of government 
documents obtained through FOIA 
requests and inside sources, the GAP investiga- 
tion uncovered policies and practices at federal 
agencies that seek to control the communica- 
tion of scientific findings with both the media 
and with Congress. The evidence presented in 
this chapterfocuses most heavily on restrictive 
policies at NCAA, because the greatest number 
of documents was obtained from that agency 
(2,000 pages, compared with only nine pages 
from NASA and zero from the EPA). However, 
some results are also provided from interviews 
with scientists at other federal agencies includ- 
ing the EPA, USGS, and NASA. 

Media Policies and Practices 
The GAP investigation found that federal 
agencies employ a number of restrictive 
policies and practices, including; 

• Pre-approval, when agency public affairs 
officials (PAOs) must grant permission for 
any media interviews with scientists; 

• Routing, when requests for interviews with 
a particular scientist about a given topic are 
instead transferred to a different scientist, 
or restricted in terms of the topics that may 
be discussed; and 

• Monitoring of media contacts by PAOs, 
either in person or over the phone. 

Scientists do not waive their first amendment 
rights by working for a government agency. 

As such, they should be legally afforded what 
is termed a "personal views" exception to such 
restrictive media policies. Such an exception 


allows scientists to speakfreely so long as they 
clarify that they are not speaking on behalf of 
the agency and do not use government time or 
resources for such personal communications. 
However, many of the federal media policies 
discussed in this section do not explicitly 
provide such an exception and have the effect 
of limiting media contacts with scientists. 

GAP uncovered few restrictions placed on 
communication between scientists and the 
media in documents written priorto 2001. 

A common procedure for media contacts was 
"notification and recap.^whereby a scientist 
would inform the public affairs office of an 
upcoming media interview and then summarize 
the interview for them afterward (Anonymous 
NOAA official 2006a). From 2001 through 2004, 
media policies at NOAA slowly became more 
restrictive, culminating in the release of an 
official NOAA-wide media policy by Administra- 
tor Conrad Lautenbacherin June 2004. This new 
media policy gave public affairs offices the ulti- 
mate authority over all agency communications 
and explicitly or implicitly implemented the 
three types of restrictions outlined above. A 
similar tightening of media policies and prac- 
tices was also observed at other federal agen- 
cies such as the EPA USGS, and NASA during 
this time period. 

Examples of Interference 

There are many examples where restrictive 

policies (including those described above have 

interfered with the communication of scientists' 

research. The following are just a few of these 

incidents. 

PRE-APPROVAL, ROUTING, AND FAVORITISM 
The 2004 NOAA media policy implemented 
top-down control over all press contacts, as 
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Scientist Siienced on Giobai Warming and Hurricane Connection 

D r. Thomas Knutson is a NOAA climate modeling expert working with hurricane special- 
ists to investigate the link between climate chartge and tropical cyclone activity. He has 
experienced several instaiKes of political interference In his work, whkh illustrate the 
power of NOAA’s new media policies and practices to control the communication of scientific 
results. 

In September 2004, Knutson published a paper in the Journal of Chmate suggesting that 
an increased corKentration of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere could lead to more intense 
Uopical cyclones with IrKreased precipitation and Rood potential. His paper coincided with the 
Florida hurricane season and was picked up by the Afew York Times, thereby gaining a tremen- 
dous amount of visibility for his research. On July 31 , 200S. a study by Dr. Kerry Emanuel was 
published in the journal Nature linking Increased hurricane intensity to iiKreased sea-surface 
temperatures (primarily due to global warmirtg). The anticipation of media requests related 
to Emanuel's article prompted Erica Rule to remind NOAA employees of the requirements 
of NOAA's media policy (see p. 31). 

That weekend, after retumirtg from a trip. Dr. Knutson received a voicerrsail from a NOAA 
public affairs officer tsamed Kent Laborde askirtg whether he would be interested in appearlrtg 
on Ronald Reagan, Jr^ MSNBC talk show to discuss hurricanes and climate change (Knutson 
2006). Shortly thereafter, he received a voicemail from the show's production staff. As it was 
the weekend. Knutson responded directly to the show staffer to conFirm his appearance and 
requested they contact the PAO on Monday morning. That Monday. Laborde left Knutson voice- 
mails apologizing for the confusion and stating that the HA/hKe House said no* to Knutson's 
appearance. Laborde also noticed Knutson that he had already called the show and offered 
as an excuse that Knutson was too tired for the interview after his trip. 

The FOIA record shows that instead of approving requests for interviews with Knutson, the 
NOAA public affairs office routed all media Inquiries related to hurncarses and Emanueh article 
to Dr. Chris Landsea. another NOAA scientist familiar with the Emanuel study, but who. unlike 
Knutsorv contested the connection between hurricane Intensity and global warming. Within 
a few days, landsea was granted an interview with USA Todoy (Laborde 2005). 

Following Hurrkarte Katrina. NOAA scientists were again in high demand for media inter- 
views talking about the connection between hurrkarses and global warming. On the morning 
of October 1 6, 2005, Krtutson received a request to appear on the CNBC show *00 the Money* 
(Knutson 2006). Knutson called Laborde for approval and FOIA documents show that Laborde 
forwarded the request to Chuck Fuqua, deputy director of communkations at the Department 
of Commerce, who responded: 'What Is Knutson^ position on global warming vs. decadal cycles? 
Is he consistent with Bell arxl Lartdsea?’ (Fuqua 2005) Krtutson remembers that Laborde soon 
called back to question him about what he planned to say— especially with regard to any trends 
in hurricarte activity— ar>d that Knutson ‘supplied a guarded response.* Laborde then wrote to 
Fuqua, 'he is consistent, but a bit of a different animal He isn't on the meteorological side. He's 
purely a nunserical modeler. He takes existing data from observation and projects forward. His 
take is that even with worse [sic] case pKOjections of green house gas concentrations, there will 
be a very small increase in hurricar>e intensity that wont be realized until almost 1 00 years from 
now.'Two minutes later Fuqua responded, *why can't we have one of the other guys on then?* 
Knutson soon received a vokemail rtotifying him that the interview had been rejected. 
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evidenced by two emails (excerpted belovi/) 
that were sent by different NOAA PAOs to large 
numbers of scientists and managers: 

From Erica Rule: A study on hurricanes and 
global warming by Emanuel Kerry [sic] will 
be released in Nature this Sunday. As this 
topic might generate media inquiries — con- 
sider this e-mail a reminder that ALL media 
requests are to be directed to NOAA Public 
Affairs . . . (Rule 2005) 

From Jim Teet: I have been informed that 
any request for an interview with a national 
media outlet/reporter must now receive prior 
approval by DOC [Department of Commerce, 
NOAA's parent agency]. Please ensure every* 
one on your staff is aware of this require- 
ment . . . (Teet 2005) 

These emails show that the media policies 
are intended to apply to all scientists, although 
an Interview with NOAA PAO Jana Goldman 
confirmed that certain scientists working on 
controversial topics received special scrutiny 
(Goldman 2006). In some cases, PAOs actively 
denied agency scientists access to the media 
due to the politically sensitive nature of their 
work; a particularly egregious example of such 
interference is the case of Dr. Thomas Knutson 
(see box at left). In other cases, PAOs attempted 
to direct media attention away from the work 
of the agencies' own scientists. 

For example, in December 2003, Dr. Kevin 
Tren berth, head of NCAR’s Climate Analysis Sec- 
tion, published an article in the journal Science 
titled"Modern Climate Change."The article, co- 
authored with Thomas Karl, director of NOAA's 
National Climatic Data Center, surveyed then- 
current climate science research and concluded, 
"modern climate change is dominated by human 
influences."NOAA had been informed of the 
pending publication, which included a dis- 
claimer stating, "this article reflects the views 
of the authors and does not reflect govern- 
ment policy" (Karl and Trenberth 2003). 


Nevertheless, media inquiries for Karl were 
diverted to Dr. Jim Mahoney, a political appoin- 
tee (now retired) who a! the time served as both 
assistant secretary of commerce for oceans and 
atmosphere and NOAA deputy administrator 
(Trenberth 2006). In a December 4, 2003, article 
In the San Francisco Chronicle, Mahoney down- 
played the significance of the peer-reviewed 
study, stating: "My own view is somewhat more 
open-minded, and from my perspective we 
don't really understand these things as well 
as we might" (Perlman 2003). 

PRESS RELEASES 

Agency decisions about which research to high- 
light with official press releases are also subject 
to political control. Figure 12 on p. 32 shows a 
flow chart (obtained through a FOIA request) 
detailing the extremely complicated process by 
which a press release is submitted, reviewed, 
and approved— or not — by several layers of 
bureaucracy within NOAA and the Department 
of Commerce. As is clear from the flow chart, a 
successful press release must pass review by 
several entities that primarily serve political and 
public relations functions, and scientists do not 
have a right of final review to ensure scientific 
accuracy of the final product. 

A NOAA scientist recalls attempting in 2001 to 
raise media attention for a published paper that 
determined, from a comparison of climate models 
and empirical data, the influence of human 
activities on the warming of Earth's oceans. At 
first, the scientist said, there was going to be a 
media advisory and press conference to high- 
light the findings, but it "kept getti ng degraded 
until it was canceled."The scientist contrasted 
this experience underthe Bush administration 
with work done on a "heat index" in the late 
1990s, when then-Vice President A1 Gore, on 
behalf of the Clinton administration, actively 
helped to publicize the results (Anonymous 
NOAA scientist 2006a}. 

Another NOAA scientist, Dr. Richard Wetherald, 
encountered similar difficulties publicizing 
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Wetherald: . .That sounds like a sensible 
idea. If by some miracle, you can use it as a 
NOAA press release, this would be fine as 
long as it contains the basic conclusions in 
the summary that I sent. I will certainly help 
out if it comes to that. . . 

Goldman: "... I sent the abstract down to see 
if it would fly — if so, we would have to draft 
a release, but at least we would know that it 
would go through and our work would not 
be in vain. . . ."{Goldman 2002) 

The New Jersey Star-Ledger reported that 
Wetherald has had three proposed press 
releases rejected — beginning with an early 
2001 publication regarding "committed warm- 
ing and its implications" in the prestigious peer- 
reviewed Journal Geophysical Research Letters. 
He was told that his most recent 2004 press 
release accompanying the publication of 
another global warming paper was rejected 
by "officials" at the Department of Commerce. 
"Obviously, the papers had a message, and it 
was not what they wanted it to be," Dr. Wether- 
ald stated in The Swr-Ledger article. "Adecision 
was made at a high level not to let it out" 
(MacPherson 2006). 

Scientists at agencies other than NOAA also 
encountered difficulties with press release 
approval. One example is Dr. Christopher Milly, 
a USGS research hydrologist who studies the 
interaction of climate with the global water 
cycle. While it is Milly’s understanding and ex- 
perience that there is no pre-approval require- 
ment for media contacts at USGS, he reported 
two incidents of interference with press re- 
leases. The first case was in 2002 when a USGS 
press officer indicated that the subject matter 
of a press release (the increased risk of extreme 
flooding due to global warming) was consid- 
ered sensitive and could cause problems at the 
White House. The Department of the Interior 
declined to issue the release, arguing that it 
would probably be released by Nature, the Jour- 
nal that published the research paper on this 


subject. In fact, while Nature did issue a release, 
its decision to do so only occurred after the 
Interior Department refused to do so. 

The second case was in November 2005, when 
a press release on the impact of climate change 
in water supply modeling went out but only 
after the PAO had altered the text and removed 
words such as"global warming," leaving the scien- 
tific content intact but possibly lowering its 
visibility. Milly does not know who made the 
ultimate decision in either case, but said that 
others have told him that personnel in USGS 
puWic affairs consider climate change and energy 
to be "hot-button" issues for the administration, 
and that reference to such sensitive issues, 
outside of scientific papers, are thus handled 
and edited with care (Milly 2006). 

In mid-September 2004, Dr. Drew Shindell, 
an ozone specialist and NASA climatologist, 
submitted a press release to the Goddard Space 
Flight Center PAO to announce the publication 
of a paper on climate change in Antarctica. 
Shindell and the PAO together suggested the 
title "Cool Antarctica may warm rapidly this 
century, study finds, "which NASA headquarters 
then asked to be "softened." Headquarters also 
rejected the next suggestion that Dr. Shindell 
and the PAO offered— "NASA Scientists expect 
temperature flip-flop at the Antarctic" — and 
instead, over Shindell's objections, titled it 
"Scientists predict Antarctic climate changes." 
NotsurprisIngly.Shindell commented, the press 
release generated relatively little media interest 
(Shindell 2006a). 

Another NASA scientist spoke of a press release 
written by a PAO that was ready to be posted 
to the NASA website. However, when the press 
release, which was about research into the im- 
pact of climate-related flooding on agriculture, 
was sent for a higher level of review, it was 
rejected without explanation. The scientist, be- 
lieving the results to be significant, had to ask 
high-level colleagues to lobby to get the release 
approved (Anonymous NASA scientist 2006). 
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MONITORING MEDIA INTERVIEWS 
A new development over the past five years 
is the use of "minders" — a term used by some 
scientists to describe public affairs officials who 
listen in on scientists' interviews with the media. 
With restrictive media policies selectively en- 
forced. some scientists have been more actively 
"minded"than others. Dr. PieterTans was one 
scientist who was monitored very actively by 
NOAA press officer Kent Laborde.Tans, chief 
scientist at NOAA's Global Monitoring Division 
{previously the Climate Monitoring and Diag- 
nostics Laboratory}, was accustomed to making 
his own appointments for press interviews un- 
der the"notification and recap"policy. But by 
2004, media policies at NOAA had tightened. 

In October 2004, David Shukman, a science 
correspondent with the BBC, contacted Tans to 
request a series of broadcast interviews. Accord- 
ing to Tans, it took until February 2005 to be 
granted permission to give the interviews, and 
approval was conditioned on Laborde’s pres- 
ence (Tans 2006). Laborde flew from NOAA's 
headquarters in Washington, DC, to Boulder, 

CO, and Mauna Loa, HI, to be present for the 
March 22 and 24 interviews. When Shukman 
again requested an interview with Tans on Feb- 
ruary 1 , 2006, the interview was again approved 
only under the condition that Laborde be pre- 
sent. When Tans asked Laborde if he was required 
to report on the interviews, Laborde replied 
that he did not report the proceedings to any- 
one. Tans found it unusual that NOAA public 
affairs would allow such extensive travel, at 
taxpayer expense, simply to listen in on a media 
interview and not report on the proceedings. 

At least three other scientists at NOAA's GFDL 
have had media requests granted provided 
that Laborde be present at or listen in on the 
interview (Stouffer 2006; Knutson 2006; 
Anonymous NOAA scientist 2006b). 

Decreased Media Contact with Scientists 

Journalists as well as scientists have said that 
these approval requirements have made re- 
porting on climate research difficult, often 


making reporters miss their deadlines. Ronald 
Stouffer, senior research meteorologist at NOAA's 
GFDL, estimates that NOAA’s clearance policy — 
which he nicknames the"pocket veto" — has 
reduced his domestic media requests (about 
half of all interview requests he receives) from 
one every two to three weeks to one every two 
to three months (Stouffer 2006). Interviews with 
the European media have remained constant, 
perhaps because of an increasing demand from 
European reporters interested in his work on 
ocean circulation. In interviews, NOAA's Knutson 
also experienced a decrease in media contact, 
stating that around one-fifth of his 60 to 70 an- 
nual media requests, including requests by 
major national media outlets, "fail through the 
cracks'’due to the additional delays imposed 
by the new media policies (Knutson 2006). 

Scientific Openness Policies 
In February 2006, after Dr. James Hansen's widely 
publicized allegations of censorship (see p. 12), 
NASA Administrator Dr. Michael Griffin issued 
an agency-wide statement clarifying that the 
role of public affairs officers was not "to alter, 
filter or adjust engineering or scientific material 
produced by NASA's technical staff" (Griffin 2006). 
This statement was followed, on March 30, by 
an official new policy that purports to uphold 
the right of open communication between 
scientists and the media (NASA 2006). 

NASA's scientific openness policy is far from 
perfect. It still requires scientists to obtain "pre- 
approvaF'from NASA headquarters for media 
interviews and denies scientists the right of final 
review for any communication with "the poten- 
tial to generate significant media or public 
interest.''The policy also imposes restrictions 
on the ability of government whistleblowers to 
disclose non-classified information, a practice 
that violates two federal laws (the Anti-Gag 
Statute^ and the Whistleblower Protection Act) 
that provide protections for federal employees 
disclosing evidence of government wrong- 
doing (GAP 2006). 
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OeioiM tftAM prpbltmft, th# poKy wH a mow 

in tht ri^hl dim lion and wa w i d al i f pdtad by 
both NASA iritmNn and tawmakars. A»p>tKn» 
utfvt Vivarwood Bo«hN<1 1R>NY1. Uuaman of 
tht Home Scltnca ComnNciM. noted tfi a preti 
uatamam that the NASA poHcy'iNeuid become 
a model (O' tb# entire federal povemment* 
<Boehlert 20Mi. T>ie New Vbrft fimn alto rrport 
ed that more than leONASAaoentnt^ engmeerv 
and civil iervartU a< 9 rwf a statement niial 
applauded the apeney's admMstraftor. Michael 
0. Oriffifx. for Moermg wp on Ni Feb. 4 pledge 
of XcientMc op»nfvnt'”{flrvliin MQ6c) NASA 
scientitt Shmdc* noted some improvementi 
at Clie aptm jr. sUlinp. TVe had much bettet 
nperienres rectnity and the press corps at 
GSFC N no fot> 9 e' reluctant to use phrases like 
\Bmatv charspe' or global warming* wtdrh they 
were before as they had The feeling that that 
would doom'a release* OMndeff }006b1. 


Aroutsd the same bme that the NASA polhy 
was tmpiemenied, NOAA rtaimrd a slmtar com- 
mitment to soentdic openness. On February 14. 
2006k NOAA AdndnhUalor Conrad Laulmhachev 
wrote a memo to al NOAA employees ttaiing* 

*Owr media standards also r ePect an open 
poUcy. Wa encourage our public aNairt 
staff to keep abreast of media tnaerests. 

I encourage our scienthis to speak freely 
and openly. ...We ask only that you specify 
when you are comnujnJratfng personal 
Views and when you are charactenong 
your work as part of your spedflt contiF- 
bution to NOAAy mHsion' 

However, the oflicsai 2004 NOAA media poNcy 
coTitradicts Uutanbactsecs afflrmattors of 
^personal view\*and no changes m the policy 
have been made to address soenMtr concerns. 


I ^ »■ i iOw Sat w n « i iw un w >«ume e ‘*n i*-f-T-f irt i — ■ r » r<t i rar rv i rt i e rr^- i 
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Scientific Communication with Congress 
The GAP investigation, through interviews with 
an anonymous agency source and analysis of 
interna! documents provided by agency staff, 
found that restriaive agency policies affect 
scientific communication not only with the 
media but with Congress as well. Agency poli- 
cies regarding congressional communication — 
including testimony, questions for the record 
(QFRs), scientific information sent to policy 
makers to assist the formulation of legislation, 
and congressionaily mandated reports — closely 
parallel agency media policies artd practices In 
that they seek to maintain tight control over the 
message that is communicated.The preparation 
of these communications is subject to a formal 
process that is dominated by non-scientific 
staff and high-level agency officials. 

NOAA Document Review 
In 2004, shortly after releasing its new media 
policy, NOAA issued the second edition of its 
“Procedures Manual for Congressional Commu- 
nlcations.“The 1 8-page policy is highly detailed, 
covering every aspectof congressional commu- 
nications. Every type of scientific communica- 
tion covered in the manual requires clearance 
by the Department of Commerce (DOC) and, 
with the exception of congressionaily man- 
dated reports, the Office of Management and 
Budget (0MB). Housed within the Executive 
Office of the President, the 0MB oversees fed- 
eral agencies with the stated mission of ensur- 
ing that "agency reports, rules, testimony, and 
proposed legislation are consistent with the 
President's Budget and with Administration 
policies" (0MB 2006). NOAA’s Office of Legisla- 
tive Affairs (OLA) is responsible for coordinating 
congressional communications, including Input 
review, and clearance by relevant parties. 

For example, in the case of congressional 
testimony, the policy states: 

OLA will coordinate NOAA headquarters 
review and clearance of the testimony and 
obtain clearance from DOC and the Office 
of Management and Budget. . . . OLA will 


address all clearance comments received 
from DOC and 0MB. Edits and comments 
not related to policy issues will be handled 
directly by OLA. When, in the opinion of 
OLA, clearance comments involve a policy 
issue, OLA will make every effort to obtain 
the views of the NOAA witness or a policy 
official designated to act on behalf of the 
witness (NOAA2CK)4). 

While such a general clearance policy is stan- 
dard, the language of the policy does not seem 
to give any guidelines or limitations regarding 
the kinds of edits and comments considered 
appropriate. When a document or testimony 
is providing scientific information, there is no 
guarantee of a final technical review by scien- 
tists to ensure accuracy has been maintained 
throughout the process. In practice, this policy 
affordsthe DOC, 0MB, and NOAA management 
a great deal of latitude in the political review 
and alteration of scientific content. 

According to an inside source at NOAA, com- 
munications with Congress, Including those 
drafted in consultation with scientific experts, 
are handed up from OLA to what Is commonly 
known as the "policy shop," housed within 
the Office of the Undersecretary, and to the 
NOAA assistant secretary's office. Documents — 
particularly those that contain sensitive sub- 
ject matter — are edited in the "policy shop" to 
downplay certain conclusions and exaggerate 
uncertainty. Our source noted that this process 
lacks transparency: "it is very hard to trace who 
is ir^itiating certain types of changes. Once an 
ansvyer (the ‘Administration's position') is devel- 
oped to a particular question, everyone knows 
that the answer has to be used again whenever 
the topic is addressed again in the future," and 
that scientific content is frequently changed to 
conform to the favored policy position. "Realiz- 
ing that It is pointless," the source said, "OLA has 
stopped asking certain scientists whatto write 
in certain circumstances as it is certain to get 
completely rewritten anyway" {Anonymous 
NOAA official 2006b). 
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Atneifi^ StitnttAt 

F^t OAW lnt«««9«ncy f«vHrw«r% Kmv 

ummlmrt alitftd InlofmiMO M 

documtnti 90(ng to Coo9r«u. A mi of fmtmii 
docvmMtn pravldrri to by OQvitcy tuff 

tbo pofibul tdiur^ in KUoa Th« dotw 

m«nn arr draft rttponm to O^fts tubmintd by 

WfMton OiOttf Inooy* <04*) and hank laytm 
b#fg <0 Nl) loHowtnq an April 26. 2006^ Sanat* 
CommarcA Klartca. artd Trarttportati u n Com- 
milter hraring cm proved and paff afla«n 
of <timata abanga. Iba drafft tatportMt irKkide 
commer«t% and rda^ from KtanaHn. tba OM0t 
W OCC ar^ lhaWfWM HooMOffka of 
and TechnolDgy Mky nimpiM by fba NOAA 
iagitlattva affatrt ipactaWit m <harga of coordi- 
nating claarance and rrvtrw of congrrsdonai 
rorrammicaifOAfi A copy of tha compiad aditt 
to laiactad Of It nnpomet from Smatoa Inouy* 
K Indudrd In Appendix C 


thata acotyitamt could affact ttiata mdua- 
trirv*Thr 0 M 8 \ nptanaiion for tW% tuggrtted 
daftben Mat. *As MTician tM* laamt to conflict 
with Ihe (actual firti Mntence of the paragraph, 
which adaguataiy answtn tha quattion.* 

fominatafy. agancy KiartbfU wart abfa to 
nwn r Irtaccurate ahrratiom Introdured by 
norvKiantihc renrw ar t m anocha* pan of tha 
document In thh Imiaiwe, the OMfl cuggrttrd 
adding taxi that attrtbvtad global warmmg to 
inueadng water vapor, drawing horn a quote 

takan out of contain from a tpantifk papar by 

On. Thomat Karl artd Krvtn Trertbenh (Ruder 

2006 ) CornmantsbyOr.jamatOutlarina 

tybMqwenC draft atte mp ted to clarify that thh 
It n« whai wat maant but tha OMd laamad to 
mpal on leaping the Unguage. nnally. the OIM 
appeared to accept a change to tha lartguaga 
made by Kad hkntaft 


In one retpimM. the OMR recommanctad 
kaaping the Rnt tantanca of the paragraph; 
'The full range and magnitude of the biolo^cal 
and biogaochomical tflKlt of ocean acidtfWa^ 
bon are ktii w uncendn tlui a retaNa and gu^ 
maeive atbmata of tha lihaiy tocio-economic 
affects M rtoi yet puMlbleJ*bui rementng the rtavt 
Mntence:> 4 oiwavar. heafthy cocal reef ecotyv 
terns are irnpoftartl to both the fhhrriecand 
bwrtwn indintdet and nagativa impacti on 


Tbeaa two aaampiai show that. wliHe federal 
cDmate crlendm are occasionally abk to 
correct diteertioni to KierttlAc Rridings In 
longresdiinal conwTwrdeacton. polrhcal appom* 
teas can stiU mtroduca maccurata mformatlrm 
that gun unchecked. It Is therefeie asianital 
thM scianMCs ha»e a rrght of Anal retiew to 

correct Irsaccurades arul protect the sclendflc 
mtegrity of these comriHitucattont. 
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CHAPTER 7 

Discussion 


T hr UC% and GAP Inwrulgahom ime 
po((nc«l iRMfftrcAc* with gwfm* 
mtnt (Miabt tOcnVOs were um* 
ductrd indrprndrwrty yrt af rtwd ai 
iMnMar «ondu»toA4 rt^ardmg IN stat* Of 
ftdtraf cWnaCt Ktt*K* mcaitK Thh chapter 
dneribn the key ihemec that iurf»C4d from 
owrinMiHhQM»on». 

**Thc iiitriishiM cif pnlittcs into 
the field is making some (me and 
tilhcrH) consider change of field 
or career." 

— A SCICNTliT AT NOAA 


p«e*OAO«d in r««e«UAO olAoai rtoorti 
and wsOiitM. Scientiut at all tcven o( (he 
uewyvd IMeral agf'nrlec reported pervuuiy 
e«p4nencif>g these types of pohocei tnter<er> 
ence. The (a^t that rv) sktple apeniy and no 
clngle mode of Innerfrienre mod out irom the 
0 (h<n strongly indicates that this pattern of 
ktlerlerenie h md the umec|uence of poor 
leaderchei at a specific agency or a specrSc 
poKyenty affecting federal KmtifU m a 
hneiaJ manner. 

The interference revealed m the UOsunrey 
and through the GAP interviews stip(»rt the 
rtaiffl made by many Kianiists in their enay 
responses that inteiltrerKC fii used lo advarvee 
pre-ordained policy positions and so avoid 
MghHghting res<A) that may prove poMicaSy 
inconvenient Oi« Andings Indicate that poUn 
cal Interference wodri 10 control the message 
bemg oommiin<atad by fedeial clhnate 
scienttsts. 

f nterferenct m the wort of some ledwal 
sesenthts can have a cMRng efien on others 
working m the same laboratory or agency, kven 
one highly putMhiaed incident of interference 
can serve so raise concern among other sden' 
mts (hat their res e ar ch is Mely to draw simitai 
scndlny. The large numlicrs of respondents who 
report perceMng In others various Inpances 
ofponbcalerterference showthat Ihh is an 
acknowffdgctf problem among cUmate 
sdenthtc 

XierdhU at NCAA are not federal eniployre\ 
ahhsugh Che quahty and scope of thee dmae# 
research is similar to that undertaken at Icdcval 
agencies. Since NCAA em p lo y ee i are insulated 
from Meral pollcfes and oversight by pohtiCil 
appotneees. they served at a control group for 
the UC$ mvtstigatiorv NCAA scieniKts stood 


PolHkal Interference is Common 
The feder^ govemmem needs accurate 

scfrmMr information so craft effKtrwe pohoes. 
Poieicaf interference vvtth the worker federal 
scientists threatem the quality arwf Integrity of 
these policies As such, no soenosts should ever 
encounter any of Che variovs types of poitkal 
mterfcrence described In our sievey quetifens 
TH as the un scevey shows, I )0 survey re* 
fpondtnis— an urvaccepMdy large number- ' 
personaly gap eii»Tvceditvstanfesoflmerf»rence 
over the past Awe years Such large numbers 
indicace that Che vvhffSy pubbclaed kxiderits 
described in Chapter S are not mereiy isolated 
pmtaierm or the acts of a few overzeaious 
pofmcal appomiets. IndtedL interference In 
the work of federal dimacr srlerwtsts has 
become aB too common. 

Wrvty ressmndents reported pohtiral Merfer- 
erne of wariaus shapes and degreei tome as 
ewpUcA as direct edits arnf pressure to change 
words in sciencifk ducumemv and arhers more 
subtle, such as ewessave levels of renew and 
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out from the rest of the survey respondents 
In that they reported personally experiencing 
much lower rates of political interference 
than their federal colleagues. 


is a marked change from the previous standard 
of 'notification and recap’ that seemed to 
characterize the relationship between public 
affairs officials and scientists in years past 


Open communication between scientists 1$ 
one of the pillars of the scientific method Itself. 
But for society to fully reap the benefits of sclen* 
tlBc advances, information must also flow freely 
among scientists, policy makerv and the getv 
eral putHk. Our investigation has found this 
flow to be impeded by inappropriate political 
interference, the consequences of whkh are 
that government polky makers base their 
decisions on Incomplete— or in some cases, 
inaccurate — scientifk information, artd a broader 
pubik understanding of the reality and urgency 
of climate change is stunted. 

Restrictive Policies Silence 
Inconvenient Science 
Federal scientists have a constitutional right 
to speak about their scientific results, and the 
American pubik has a right to be informed of 
the findirsgs of taxpayer-supported research. 
Restrictions on scientists who report firxiirsgs 
contrary to an administration's preferred poli- 
cies rtot only undermine these bask rights, but 
also contribute to a general misunderstanding 
of climate science arsd impair our government's 
ability to craft effective polkies on global 
warming. 

The rsews media is a powerful means of 
communkating the latest advarKes in scien- 
tific understanding to the public and can be 
a highly effective tool for popular sciersce 
education, ft is this tremendous potential for 
influencing pubik opinion that has caused 
government agencies to attempt to tightly 
control what message Is presented to the media. 
The GAP investigation uncovered rrsedia policies 
and practices at several federal agencies that 
not only select which agency research gets 
highlighted by official press releases, but also 
whkh agency Kientlsis can speak with report- 
ers and about which topics. This level of control 


The Investigation found that these policies and 
practkes have resulted in significant Interfer- 
efKe in the work of federal climate scientists. 
There are numerous examples in which agertcy 
PAOs sought to control, obstruct or weaken 
scientific messages that ur>dermir>ed the 
administration's policy positions. In effect PAOs 
at federal agencies have assumed the role of 
gatekeepers for scientific information, either 
urxler their own authority or more likely at the 
direction of their superiors. 

These restrictive polkies are systemic, but 
in practke selectively applied. In inters^ews, 
scientists rsoted that the policies were most 
stringently applied to federal climate scientists 
whose research results contradicted the admin- 
istration's position. This distirvctlon is ewdent 
in the UCS survey results, which showed that 
scientists workirsg on issues that may be con- 
sidered sensitive or conirover^l reported 
larger numbers of experienced ir>cidents of 
interferertce and were also nsore likely to expe- 
riefKe all of the various forms of interference 
detailed In the survey. 
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The investigation did uncover some signs of 
improvement. Perhaps as a consequence of 
NASA's new scientific openness policy, released 
in early 2006, a majority of NASA respondents 
reported that the new policy had improved 
the environment for climate research; several 
scientists credited the policy (and NASA Admin- 
istrator Michael Griffin) In their essay responses. 
However. NASA stands alone among the agen- 
cies surveyed to receive commendations from 
its scientists for improved policies. Despite NOAA 
Administrator Lautenbachefs statement assert- 
ing that NOAA also respected scientific open- 
ness. the official policy fell short of this claim, 


**Applicd climate science is 
essential to manage climate 
impacts with increased 
climate variability.” 

— A SCIENTIST AT THE USDA 


in particular where inadequate funding is 
degrading scientific capacity: satellite-based 
Earth observation systems ar>d research into 
the effects of global warming. 

Satellite-based observations of our planet's 
land, ocean, and atmosphere, taken continu- 
ously over many decades, are of crucial impor- 
tance in ur>derstandir>g the ongoing processes 
drfvir>g global climate change, ar»d in refining 
the computer models used to predict responses 
to these processes. However, recent cuts to the 
NASA climate science budget have led to the 
cancellation or extended delay of several Earth 
observation satellites, raising the possibility of 
a critical gap in observatiortal coverage before 
the next generation of satellites is launched. 

The budget cuts and the rewording of NASA's 
mission statement were both noted with 
concern by survey respondents, many of whom 
expressed fears that climate science was being 
replaced by President Bush's new space explora- 
tion initiative as a top priority for NASA. Several 
scientists warrted in their essay responses that 
a gap in satellite data could seriously hinder 
forward progress in understanding climate 
change. 

Global climate change will have a profoutK) 
impact on human societies, with serious nega- 
tive consequences to public health, water supply, 
agriculture, the distribution of plant and animal 
life, and the valuable services provided by 
rtatural systems. Research into these issues is 
crucial to our lortg-term preparedness as a 
society for likely future climate changes. While 
there are a few agencies that devote resources 
to this lir>e of research, several survey respon- 
dents called for irKreased funding and focus 
on research to ur>derstand and mitigate 
these effects. 

Morale at Federal Agencies is Poor 
Large numbers of federal survey respondents 
reported low morale, declining job satisfaction, 
and a worsening environment for federal 
climate scierice.The UCS survey results also 


and only a small percentage of NOAA survey 
respondents agreed that recent policies had 
improved the environment at their agency. 
While the NASA openness policy is not perfect, 
it stands as a model for the type of action other 
agetKies should take by providing clearer guide- 
lines for both scientists and public affairs staff, 
and highlights the need for strong leadership 
dfflrmir>g the right of government scientists 
to communicate their research findings. 

Funding for Federal Climate Science 
is Inadequate 

Federal funding for climate science research 
has been declining since the mid-t990s when 
adjusted for inflation (see chart on p. 10). Sciert- 
tists find the level of funding to be inadequate 
to support the research needed to understand 
global climate char>ge. A majority of survey 
respondents disagreed that the federal gov- 
ernment has done a good job funding climate 
research, and dozens of scientists called for 
increased fui>dii>g In their essay responses (see 
box on p. 22). Scientists highlighted two areas 
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iu9Vnt j torrvUtian bmwvrn th^ dfr#«lor«rlOA 
In morja* «Ad fhe poittctttd «rMr«nm»m su^> 
rovndl09 Okrutr Micncs In the SiAh 
ednMitnikifv Onr priRury ol love rv^ielt 

i» iKm <t 4 «f •! •g^npti nwf hm mow dtfrkwliy 
MtiJdinfp end ttreping thr bevt trlrmKn 

ApproKimMtIy twthlhlrtfo of ^1 rnpo'Kienn 
uU thr mvlninfnrnr lor fodrrol cftmMe rt> 
MorchnvrorMnowthonllwMSot lOyver^ 
0901 Survey rrtporNlmtv who iprad mou ol 
ihrtr time on <lim«te retnecK or who woth on 
Climifto toonco toptct OmI err comkirred tm 
hlliw or controwmul, are mow lAeoly to Oxpon> 
cnee poIRbctzahon end kdtrfcrcnce Thotc umr 
9toucn of tcivrohA err Ao mcMT Ithely to report 
low morale ortd hold • n«9Mrve view cl the 

current climate tcience env li on m en L Sdendm 
who are more Infutacedirom political presturts. 
tueh as those nhoie )Oht IrKlude only a imall 
penml ol eflmatr nrtatrd worli or those who 
never worh on controverstai osueh hare 
noticeably higher moraAe 

these resultt and the essay mpomesarr 
evfdencp that the gerserally neciaorre outlooh 
or> The state ol feOerei climate science b Uie 
cumulatlw eRect of reenm ephodes of peBileal 
Interference, the advent of restnettre conwnv 
nications poKtev and declining fuming Ipvrh 
lor cBmatp science 

A coniSMihun with scienchts at NCAA aHo sup- 
pons thh connecdOA The pattern of low morale 
arsd dedinirvg ^ taCbfaction among fedrni 
government cbmaer sclenrim conerasts iharpty 
with the much more postthe perspectives ghen 
by NCAR lespomlencs. When assessing the nate 
cd frdpraf climate science Over the past few 
years. NCAP resporsdents were rvearfy as pml 
mistk as federal responderw with 6S percerst 
saying they thought todays ermronmem lor 
ftdttKd climate science Is worse compared wtrh 
f 0 years ago But many respondenci were pmeh 
to emphasise m essay respomes dial those 
problems did rrol apply to NCAA. 


Scienilscs responding to the survey almost 
unammously foursd federal chnsMt science to 
be of generaPy e me fcni quaAcy, but the 
numertHn documented ifvftarsces of poliucal 
interference have cabed ineo question our 
government^ respect lor the vlentifk Anrlasgt 

of Its icienttscs. m a way. thq b hearten trsg. The 
data poird to the condusiDn that tf the poildcl 
nhon. mterference. and under-funding M* 
posed on these scientists were lifted, federal 
cttmaie s cimd tt s would stand ready and able 10 
carry out thpr jobs, if ts crucial to remove these 
obstacles to federal climate research so due 
policy malierv the medo. and the pubic can 
agari access the best scientific information 
Merat agency cimatr sciemhts have (0 offer 
vnthout thd eifocrnatiorv the country wtn not 
be able to respond to the threats posed by a 
n^iidly warmeig dimaie. 

*‘5^entisls al NOAA ntul N/VSA 
arc roulincly dUcisitmKciJ from 
discuiiiinx climate change rcnulu 
with the media. It*s exactly the 
opposite al NCAR. Wc are cnesiur* 
aged to get our rcisulU out there 
to the public by whatever meams 
Hvailuhlc** 

— A SCICNTIST AT NCAA 
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CHAPTER 8 

Recommendations and Conclusions 


T he DCS and GAP investigations have 
brought to light numerous ways in 
which U.S. federal climate science has 
been filtered, suppressed, and mani- 
pulated in the last six years. According to our 
research, political interference has extended 
beyond Just a few leading scientists to affect 
hundreds of federal climate researchers. While 
much of the interference involves restrictions 
on the communication of research, it also 
affects what research will be funded, and 
the morale of scientists themselves. 

Overturning these patterns of abuse and re- 
storing scientific Integrity to the federal climate 
science enterprise will require concerted action 
and the creation of new systems of governance 
at federal science agencies. In this section we 
provide some recommendations for undertak- 
ing this transformation, in particular focusing 
on reforms that guarantee certain fundamental 
rights for government scientists. 

Basic Scientific Freedoms 

Scientists have certain basic rights regarding 
the use of their expertise and dissemination of 
their research findings. In order to restore scien- 
tific integrity to federal climate science, sciert- 
tists need to be made aware of these basic 
scientific freedoms and government agencies 
must respect them. 

Scientists have a constitutional right to speak 
about any subject, Including policy-related 
matters and those outside their area of exper- 
tise, so long as they make it clear that they do 
so in their private capacity and such personal 
communications do not take from agency time 
and resources. Ultimate decisions about the 
communication of scientific information, in- 
cluding publications, congressional testimony 


and reports, web postings, and presentation 
material, should lie with scientists themselves. 
Scientists must also have a "right of last review" 
on press releases and other agency communi- 
cations related to their scientific research, to 
ensure scientific accuracy has been maintained. 

Actions to Restore Scientific Integrity 

Creating systems to ensure long-term indepen- 
dent and accessible science will not only require 
the energies of the Executive branch and Con- 
gress, but also of scientists and other federal 
agency staff. 

Scientist Actions 

• Scientists, scientific societies, and unions 
who represent federal scientists must work 
to make these basic scientific rights more 
widely known. 

• Scientific societies should continue their 
efforts to include issues of scientific integrity 
in their public policy agendas. Possible 
avenues for these efforts include creating 
space at meetings or in publications for 
discussion of these issues, passing internal 
resolutions supporting independent science, 
monitoring federal agencies that do scientific 
research within their fields, and lobbying the 
government to press for reforms. 

• Scientists themselves have responsibilities 
regarding the communication of their 
research. They should work with PAOs to 
make significant research developments 
accessible and comprehensible to the public, 
as well as follow a policy of "notification and 
recap," in which they inform PAOs in advance 
of a pending interview and recap the inter- 
action for them afterward. 
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• CiNf tntUtm fioMti yowrnini^ the 

And r«ieA»« y fedef»i Kie<>o$ts' 
mc4rth fvujh\ Uvuld bv puUkly 
•vAAtbt* «od mclifdt d«AdAn«« that wHt 
not cfAMc pr olonQAd or unroownabto 
<lclA)« tfi rc(MA^ uicntifK (onicnL 


• IcimtitK rmnt «ho be rrtf¥imlblp for thr 
KCwTAcy and WMoyrlty of tfioir commurrtCA* 
ttonf ond should not foprosont (h« agency 
on hsuM of pottlki or poicy wilhoul pttor 

aoptovAl from th# puOk aff*tr» offtco. 

fodtrof Aptoc/ Aettoru 

• Agcnctn should pubMyaffrrm that the 
basrc loontifrc IrviNifjnn lUted «baw Apply 
to the« scfonVMs and adopt pobetos to 
nnm Ihmr fmedoms arr upliHcL 

• Agmdrs should dearly sun>ort the free 
tjuchaoge of tcieniifk utfoimauon in al 
venues. They should not ihy away from 
pmenting conflictfrig scImldAc irudts by 
thee soenosta. Whtie pobcies must represent 
chokes of one path over another, policy 
makers must have access to the hdl range 

ol Kientilk IWidtngs on an issua m order to 
make an irdormrd dechiarc 

• PAOs should playan active supporting role 
M coordesating and fKiiitattng media inter* 
acetonv connectlrtg >ouma>m with scSenfrsn 
by specialty o specific fcguest supplying 
contevt ar>d background mformapon as 
needed, and ensuring the time k nrss of 
these mieractions. 

• Pre*approval and monitoring of media 
Interviews wtth scientHTs Should be efrmi> 
nated. ScieniUsts should not be suldrct to 
restrictions on media contacu beyond a 
’mHihcAbDn and recap* poHcy 

• Agencies should promptly and thoroughly 
investigate irscidenis of pollUcal interference 
Mhen they occur. They should determirse 
how and why problems have occurred arsd 
prevent frinher tnodants by implementing 

adepuate dhetpimary measures for those 
found responsible. Inititutionp condkions. 
pofkiev and artMiles that prompt problems 
Should be reformed. 


“Wliethvr citmiile chiitiKcs urc 
liur^h over ihe nexl 3-20 yours or 
huncirods uf yours, svo should bo 
uddrossing Iho issuos Ihul impiiot 
basic suciotui needs. Hurrioiino 
Kiitrinu is un oxcolloiit illuslrution 
uf hosv cosily iho current policy 
of'bcnign ncglool* can bo.** 

— A SCICfrTIST WITH THC DOO 

Appendix 0 contains a modef meda policy 
intended for use by federal agencies, which 
outlines the rtghts and rtsponsibiMios of 
scienitsn and agency staf^ arsd provides 
g u i d e fcn es lor media and public interactions. 

Agency leadership mult pubhctt* and 
promote these pottcies arsd their broad 
appfrcabononaregular basis. 

Agencies must comply with the Anil-Gag 
Statute, a federal law that mgutrts empsoyers 
to include written notdkatkin of employees* 
whi8tleblower«rfiated nghti in any commu* 
rskation policy or dkfctive The Statute guar- 
antees (hat free speech rights pratrcled 
under the Whistleblower Protection Act 
arKf retaled taws carwiot be canceled by any 
agerKy pohey. form, or agreement Icicepc 
those relating to dassifred information}. 
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Ccngmpo0iol Actiom 
• Con 9 r«u tftuuM Uh* ths necnury urpv 
IndttfMng rondurting orvr^ight KNringt m6 
inM»trio«riOM or mcroduong itgislMiorv to 
•r^urt tho bl*< KwiMk fr««0erm o( M- 
eral dmatr iclrailtn an* rr^proffl On# 
otticaUtop vvoutd bt for ConqrtM to Kt 
promptly to amtod tNt WliiitMilomrr Pro* 
bRtkm All to ipKifkjly praioci thr rights 
ol irrirroi vlratKts to ronduct th«lr woHi 
cemmumca to Choir Mrigi vrithowt 
Mlorltrooco arW ciruir* that those who 
vloUte those rights are ctlsctpllned 


“IThe intcKrlty of L'S federal 
Kuvrmnient climalc science 
could beat be improved by] 
Krmrmbrring that the civil 
service scientUl.s and riixineers 
can and should be an unbiaaed 
reaervoir of insiKhta into dllTcr- 
ent questions with impacia 
aemas international economic 
and cultural dividiiiK lines. 
Koliticizini; and dejp^ding the 
Integrity for wiiieli we arc inter- 
nationally known and respected 
is a disservice tii niir country 
and a danger to the world. If wc 
can't be trusted In give insights 
on global change and funded 
to do ao, who in the world 
will do It?" 

— A SCIFNTiyt AT NASA 


• CooefSisihowUwimwSiicIrcAcniimMa* 

ots tho Eaocsinvo branch to umftrruhr ppfSodlr 
snonhftr Mmvnonts (Kirv)« th«r 

•Mr«ss ih« consoQuoncoi lor cho undod 
SUIcs. consistent with the Globjl Change 
ResearchArt In addition le being MgeBy 
regmrod. these MiesimenCs are enportant 
lor the tree Roer of sdcrrUAc inibrmaiian ta 
the palbyarersaiMid many ocher acidlefscec 

• Hmdingdtoaioniregatdingcilmaecclwigo 
pragraim should be guidrd by scienilAr 
CTtceria and nun* talie imo a<(Ouni the lrTS> 
ponarKe of programi that gather data abovt 
Owr cAmatik such as NASAS cUrnale observa- 
don sawdteev Thrv kvig term rontlnud 
ebservabon fyyiemi are vital to citmaet 
K>enct and other important researcK 

teodeesiMp AeKarmt 

• The Clmate Change Science Program uHild 
pAay an Important role in Impiwnerwitsg the 

federal agency reform) Bsud above. The peete 
dent thosM appoint a permanent direcloi 
of the Climate CKmge Sconce Program to 
bmer prmnda the many ageneie) under^ 
taking dimate research iivdh deecbon ar^ 
Oversighe as nef as support the five (low of 
loennhr InlarmaOnn eot nf iKete agenetei 

The reality of gkrtial warming, including the role 
of heal trappng gases from hciman actmtie) m 
drMng cAmate charsgc has boon repeatedly 
affirmed by Kientifk ewperta. fvery day lhal the 
g o m ni tre m chooses to l^orr rllnsace srlenre 
h a day It Caflt to protect Amae genereoons from 
the consequeocet of gfpbd wariiung gntl tids 
poetical interference ends, the Ureted States 
w4l not be aide to My pro te ct Amerlcarss arsd 

the wodd from the dariger) of a wemur^ pipret 
Our gover nment msiU commil to ensuring 
bask scicrttdk freedoms and support tdefltkt) 
In their endeavors to bring Kientifk results to 
the policy artoh soentdk fora, arsd a wide array 
of other audiences. Addressing dlmaie change 
ha matter of iiaclofsal preparedrsess 
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APPENDIX A 

UCS Climate Scientist Survey Text and Responses (federal) 


F ollowing is the text of the survey UCS 
mailed to 1,630 federal climate scien- 
tists at seven federal agencies and de- 
partments. along with response data 
for the 279 scientists who completed and re- 
turned surveys. Two numbers are listed for each 
response option in the survey — the number of 
scientists who selected that response (listed in 
parentheses) and the percentage of scientists 
answering the question who marked that 
response option. The results in this appendix 
only reflect the responses of federal scientists 
and do not include responses from NCAR scien- 
tists; see Appendix B for survey text and response 
data for NCAR. A detailed analysis of select 
survey questions can be found in Appendix C. 

For some questions the aggregate number of 
responses to a given question is less than 279 
because not all scientists answered the question, 
and for other questions the aggregate number 
is greater because scientists were allowed to 
choose more than one response to the given 
question. It is important to note that the per- 
centages listed in this appendix (and in the 
report text) are calculated In reference to the 
number of scientists answering fhe question, 
rather than the total number of returned sur- 
veys or the aggregate numberof responses to 
each question. Percentages listed for a given 
question may nottotal 100 percentdueto 


rounding or multiple responses to a question 
by a scientist. 

For example, questions 1 9 through 31 provide 
survey respondents with the option of report- 
ing specified types of interference as "perceived 
in others"and/or'‘personally experienced." Re- 
spondents could also report "neither." In this 
appendix, the three response options are tab- 
ulated separately, although respondents were 
free TO mark more than one answer for a given 
type of interference. The report text often cites 
the percentage of respondents who "perceived 
or personally experienced^a particular form of 
interference. To avoid double counting those 
respondents who answered both "perceived" 
and "experienced," this statistic is not obtained 
by summing the number of responses for those 
categories. Instead, It Is calculated by subtract- 
ing the percentage of survey respondents 
reporting‘'neither''from 100 percent. 

Questions 4, 15, and 17 include "not applicable" 
as a possible response and the numbers of 
those responses are tabulated in this appendix. 
However, when analyzing survey results from 
these questions in the report text, the "not 
applicable" responses are not included in the 
sample. This analysis results in slightly different 
percentages in this appendixfrom those 
quoted in the text. 
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2006 UCS Scientific Integrity Program 

SURVEY OF FEDERAL CLIMATE SCIENTISTS 


The Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS) is the leading science-based nonprofit working fora 
healthy environment and a safer world. UCS combines independent scientific research and citizen 
action to develop innovative, practical solutions and to secure responsible changes in government 
policy, corporate practices, and consumer choices. This survey is produced by the UCS Scientific 
integrity Program. 

Please fill out this survey on your personal time and mail It In the enclosed postage-paid envelope 
as soon as possible, but before July 30, 2006. All responses will be kept anonymous and confiden- 
tial. Please feet free to write comments, but restrict your writing to the additional comments area 
on page 4, or a separate sheet of paper, Pleasedonot write in the margins or edit the wording of 
questions— we cannot tabulate responses to questions that are edited. For more information on 
UCS, the Scientific Integrity Program, and our previous surveys of scientists at federal agencies, 
please see www.ucsusa.org/sdentiflcjntegrity. 


RESEARCH AND TRAINING (circle one) 

1. My major field of training is: 

climatology meteorology engineering 

11%(31) 24%(67) 7%(19) 


physics chemistry biology 

14%(40) 6%(18) 14%(39> 


optional: list ^eld of specialization 


geology 
7% (19) 
other 
44% (123) 


2. My climate science-related work primarily involves: 

basic science observations/measurement modeling 

19% (53) 50% (139) 25% (70) 

impacts management/policy other 

13% (35) 6% (17) 9% (24) 

3. The percentage of my work having to do with climate-reiated topics is approximately: 

0-25% 26-50% 51-75% 76-100% 

13%(35) 14%(40) 23%(64) 50%(137) 

4. 1 generally seek to publish my research findings in peer-reviewed literature, 
yes no not applicable 

88%{246) 4%(10) 8%(22) 


FEDERAL CLIMATE SCIENCE (circle one) 

5. U.S. federal government climate research is of generally excellent quality. 

strongly agree agree no opinion disagree strongly disagree 

35%(98) 53%(147) 7%{19) 4%{12) 1%(3) 
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6. The U.S. government has done a good job funding climate research. 


strongly agree 

agree 

no opinion 

disagree 

strongly disagree 

6% (18) 

31% (86) 

9% (26) 

42% (11 7) 

n%(31) 

7. U.S. federal climate research is independent and impartial. 


strongly agree 

agree 

no opinion 

disagree 

strongly disagree 

1 7% (46) 

54% (149) 

9% (25) 

18% (49) 

3% (9) 

8. Today's enviror>ment for federal government climate science is (better, worse, same] 

compared with: 





• 1 yearago? 

better 

worse 

same 

no opinion 


14% (38) 

42% (116) 

40% (108) 

4%(11) 

• 5 years ago? 

better 

worse 

same 

no opinion 


13% (35) 

67% (182) 

15% (41) 

5% (14) 

• 10 years ago? 

better 

worse 

same 

no opinion 


18% (48) 

64% (176) 

8% (23) 

10% (27) 

9. My climate science-related work touches on issues that could be considered 

sensitive or controversial. 




always 

frequently 

occasionally 

seldom 

never 

6% (16) 

24% (67) 

47% (129) 

18% [49) 

5% (15) 

AGENCY CLIMATE SCIENCE (cirde one) 



1 0. Climate science at my agency is moving in the right direction. 


strongly agree 

agree 

no opinion 

disagree 

strongly disagree 

4% (10) 

44% (122) 

9% (25) 

34% (95) 

9% (26) 

11 . My agency's leadership aspires to and expects a 

high level of integrity and 

professionalism. 





strongly agree 

agree 

no opinion 

disagree 

strongly disagree 

30% (83) 

53% (148) 

9% (24) 

6% (18) 

2% (6) 


1 2. My agency's management stands behind scientific staff or managers who put 
forth scientifically defensible positions that may be politically controversial. 

strongly agree agree no opinion disagree strongly disagree 

9% (24) 40% 009) 23% (63) 25% (68) 4% (12) 

1 3. My agency offers opportunity for advancement based on scientific expertise, 
not just on administrative and supervisory expertise. 

strongly agree agree no opinion disagree strongly disagree 

18%(49) 48%(135) 16%(44) 15%{41) 4%{10) 

1 4. My agency has a clear policy on scientific communication with the public and 
the media. 

strongly agree agree no opinion disagree strongly disagree don't know 
11%(31) 51%(H2) 12%(33) 16%(44) 5%(13) 5%(14) 
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15. Recent changes to policies pertaining to scientific openness at my agency have 
improved the environment for climate research. 

strongly agree agree no opinion disagree strongly disagree not applicable 
3% (8) 18% (50) 34% (93) 25% (69) 12% (33) 9% (24) 

1 6. Documents, reports, and recommendations from my agency rely upon the best 
available science. 

always frequently occasionally seldom never 

24%(65) 54%(147) 21%(57) 1%(2) 0% (0) 

17. My agency helps me effectively communicate relevant research findings to the public. 

always frequently occasionally seldom never not applicable 

9% (24) 24% (67) 30% (84) 18% (50) 7% (20) 12% (32) 

1 B. My agency requires public affairs officials to monitor scientists' communications 
with the media. 

always frequently occasionally seldom never don't know 

27%{73) 26%(71) 20% (56) 6%(17) 4%(12) 17%(46) 


CLIMATE SCIENCE WORK ENVIRONMENT (Please check all that apply) 

I have perceived in others and/or personally experienced the following types of 
activities affecting climate science: 


Perceived 

32% (87) 

Experienced 
15% (41) 

Neither 

57% (156) 

Changes/edits during review that change 
the meaning of scientific findings. 

33% (90) 

21% (57) 

54% (147) 

Pressure to eliminate the word{s) "climate 
charge''and/ or"global warming, "and/or 
similar terms. 

18% (49) 

7% (19) 

77% (210) 

Requests to present opposing views for 
"balance" even when such views would not 
be scientifically credible. 

23% (62) 

22% (60) 

62% (169) 

Disappearance/unusual delay in the release 
of websites, press releases, reports, or other 
science-based materials. 

21% (56) 

14% (39) 

69% (187) 

Self-induced pressure to change research 
or reporting in orderto align findings with 
agency policy or to avoid controversy. 

22% (61) 

13% (36) 

69% (188) 

Fear of retaliation for openly expressing con- 


cerns about climate change inside my agency. 
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25. 29% (80) 

14% (39) 

61% (165) 

Fear of retaliation for openly expressing 
concerns about climate change outside my 
agency. 

26. 8% (21) 

4% (12) 

89% (243) 

Requests by officials for scientists to provide 
incomplete, inaccurate, or misleading 
information to the public. 

27. 14% (38) 

3% (8) 

84% (230) 

Implicit expectation by officials for scientists 
to provide incomplete, inaccurate, or 
misleading information to the public. 

28. 19% (52) 

36% (97) 

54% (148) 

New or unusual administrative requirements 
or procedures that impair climate-related work. 

29. 23% (63) 

17% (47) 

63% (170) 

Statements by officials at my agency that 
misrepresent scientists' findings. 

30. 21%(55) 

6% (17) 

75% (200) 

Situations in which scientists have actively 
objected to, resigned from, or removed 
themselves from a project because of 
pressure to change scientific findings. 

31. 9% (4) 

17% (8) 

78% (36) 

Other (please elaborate below in essay 
question #40). 

32. Number of Instances of any activities listed above perceived in others in the 
past five years: 

0 

1-5 

6-10 

11-20 More than 20 

27% (69) 

49% (125) 

14% (35) 

7%('t8) A%(10) 

33. Number of instances of any activities listed above personally experienced in the past 
five years: 

0 

1-5 

6-10 

11-20 More than 20 

42% (108) 

45% (117) 

9% (23) 

1%(3) 3% (7) 


JOB SATISFACTION (circle one) 

34. ! would recommend that scientists consider a career in the federal government 
related to climate science. 

strongly agree agree no opinion disagree strongly disagree 

14%(39) 47%{130) 15%(42} 17%(46) 7% (20) 

35. Morale within my office is: 

excellent good fair poor extremely poor no opinion 

12% (33) 34% (93) 32% (89) 15% (42) 7% (20) 0% (0) 

36. Over the past few years my personal job satisfaction at my agency has: 

increased decreased stayed the same no opinion 

20% (55) 45% (126) 30% (83) 5% (14) 
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37. After I received this survey, compieting and returning it was: 

encouraged by management discouraged by management not discussed by management 
3% (7) 1%(2) 97% (276) 


BACKGROUND iNFORMATiON (circle one) 

38. Highest level of education: 

Post Doc Ph.D. Master's 

40%(11Q) 41%(113) 16%(43) 


Bachelor's 
4% (11) 


39. Years at current agency: 

less than 1 year 1 -5 years 

2% (6) 18% (51) 


6-10 years 11-1 5 years more than 15 years 
21%(57) 15%(42) 44%(122) 


ESSAY (Please attach extra sheets if you need more space) 

40. The integrity of U.S. federal government climate science could best be improved by: 


Additional comments: 


If you have questions or would like to discuss this survey further, please contact 

Dr. Francesca Grifo, Senior Scientist, Union of Concerned Scientists, at (202) 331-5446 
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APPENDIX B 

UCS Climate Scientist Survey Text and Responses (ncar) 


ollowing is the text of the survey UCS 
mailed to 119 climate scientists at the 
National Center for Atmospheric 
Research (NCAR). along with response 
data for the 29 scientists who returned com- 
pleted surveys. Two numbers are listed for each 
response option in the survey — the number of 
scientists who selected that response (listed in 
parentheses) and the percentage of scientists 
answering the question who marked that 
response option. (See Appendix A for survey 
text and response data for federal climate 
scientists, and Appendix C for a detailed 
analysis of select survey questions.) 

For some questions the aggregate number of 
responses to a given question is less than 29 
because not all scientists answered the ques- 
tion, and for other questions the aggregate 
number is greater because scientists were 
allowed to choose more than one response to 
the given question, it is important to note that 
the percentages listed in this apprendix (and in 
the report text] are calculated in reference to 
the number of scientists answering the question. 


rather than the total number of returned 
surveys or the aggregate number of responses 
to each question. Percentages listed for a given 
question may not total 100 percent due to 
rounding or multiple responses to a question 
by a scientist. 

Thetext of the NCAR survey closely follows that 
of the survey sent to federal climate scientists; 
however, because NCAR scientists are not 
federal employees the language of some 
questions was changed to clarify the intent 
of the question. Questions 10-18, 23-25, 29, 
34-36, and 39 substituted the word "NCAR" 
for 'my agency" or "my office" to clarify that 
the question was asking about the scientists' 
experiences at NCAR rather than their percep- 
tions of the work environment at federal 
agencies. Question 1 5, which originally ad- 
dressed scientific openness policies at federal 
agencies, was replaced with a broader question 
about communication policies at NCAR. Ques- 
tions 5 through 8, which ask general questions 
about the state of federal government climate 
research, were left unchanged. 
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2006 DCS Scientific Integrity Program 

SURVEY OF CLIMATE SCIENTISTS 


The Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS) is the leading science-based nonprofit working fora 
healthy environment and a safer world. UCS combines independent scientific research and citizen 
action to develop innovative, practical solutions and to secure responsible changes in government 
policy, corporate practices, and consumer choices. This survey is produced by the UCS Scientific 
integrity Program. 

We are interested in comparing your experiences at NCARwith those of federal agency climate 
scientists. Please fill out this survey and mail it in the enclosed postage-paid envelope as soon as 
possible, but before July 30, 2006. All responses will be kept anonymous and confidential. Please 
feel free to write comments on page 4 or a separate sheet of paper. Please do not write in the 
margins or edit the wording of questions— we cannot tabulate responses to questions that are 
edited. For more information on UCS and our previous surveys of scientists at federal agencies, 
please see www.ucsusa.org/ 5 cientir 1 cjntsgrity. 


RESEARCH AND TRAINING (drde one) 


1 . My major field of training is: 

climatology meteorology 
10% (3) 34% (10) 


engineering 

3%(1) 


physics chemistry biology 

28% (8) 7% (2) 3%(1) 


optional: list field of specialization 


geology 
0 % < 0 ) 
other 
38% (11) 


2. My climate science-related work primarily involves: 

basic science observation/measurement 

3%{1) 38% (11) 


modeling 
48% 04) 


impacts management/policy other: 

3%{1) 3%0) 7% (2) 


3. The percentage of my work having to do with climate-related topics is approximately: 

0-25% 26-50% 51-75% 76-100% 

21% (6) 7% (2) 39% (11) 32% (9) 

4. 1 generally seek to publish my research findings in peer-reviewed literature, 
yes no not applicable 

93%(26) 4%{1) 4%(1) 


FEDERAL CLIMATE SCIENCE (circle one) 

5. U.S. federal government climate research is of generally excellent quality. 

strongly agree agree no opinion disagree strongly disagree 

36%(10) 57%(16) 7%(2) 0%(0) 0%(0) 
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6. The U.S. government has done a good job funding climate research. 


strongly agree 

agree 

no opinion 

disagree 

strongly disagree 

10% (3) 

45% (13) 

3%(1) 

34% (10) 

7% (2) 

7. U.S. federal government climate research is independent and impartial. 

strongly agree 

agree 

no opinion 

disagree 

strongly disagree 

29% (8) 

50% (14) 

14% (4) 

7% (2) 

0% (0) 

8. Today's environment for federal government climate science is (better, worse, same) 

compared with: 





• 1 year ago 

better 

worse 

same 

no opinion 


3% (1) 

28% (8) 

52% (15) 

17% (5) 

• 5 years ago 

better 

worse 

same 

no opinion 


3% (1) 

59% (17) 

21% (6) 

1 7% (5) 

• lOyearsago 

better 

worse 

same 

no opinion 


17% (5) 

66% (19) 

0% (0) 

17% (5) 

9. My climate science-related work touches on issues that could 

be considered sensitive 

or controversial. 





always 

frequently 

occasionally 

seldom 

never 

3%(1) 

17% (5) 

38%ni) 

31% (9) 

10% (3) 


CLIMATE SCIENCE AT NCAR (circle one) 

1 0. Climate science at NCAR is moving in the right direction. 

strongly agree agree no opinion disagree strongly disagree 

10%(3) 76%(22) 10%(3) 3%(1) 0%(0) 

1 1 . NC AR's leadership aspires to and expects a high level of integrity and professionalism. 

strongly agree agree no opinion disagree strongly disagree 

52%(15) 45%(13) 0%(0) 3%(1) 0% (0) 


1 2. NCAR's management stands behind scientific staff or managers who put forth 
scientifically defensible positions that may be politically controversial. 

strongly agree agree no opinion disagree strongly disagree 

52%(15) 34%(10) 10%(3) 3%(1) 0% (0) 

1 3. NCAR offers opportunity for advancement based on scientific expertise, 
not just on administrative and supervisory expertise. 

strongly agree agree no opinion disagree strongly disagree 

45% (13) 45% (13) 10% (3) 0% (0) 0% (0) 

14. NCAR has a clear policy on scientific communication with the public and the media. 

strongly agree agree no opinion disagree strongly disagree don't know 
10%(3) 72%{21) 3%(1) 10%(3} 0% (0) 3%(1) 
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1 5. Policies at NCAR pertaining to communication accurately convey climate research 
to the public and the media. 

strongly agree agree no opinion disagree strongly disagree not applicable 
24%{7) 52%(15) 14%{4) 7%(2) 0%{0) 3%(1) 

16. Documents, reports, and recommendations from NCAR rely upon the best available 
science. 

always frequently occasionally seldom never 

59%(i6) 41%(n) 0%(0) 0%(0) 0%{0) 

17. NCAR helps me effectively communicate relevant research findings to the public. 

always frequently occasionally seldom never not applicable 

28% (8) 24% (7) 24% (7) 0% (0) 0%(0) 24% (7) 

18. NCAR requires public affairs officials to monitor scientists' communications with 
the media. 

always frequently occasionally seldom never don't know 

0%(0) 7%(2) 7%{2) 14%{4) 41%(12) 31%{9) 


CLIMATE SCIENCE WORK ENVIRONMENT (Please check all that apply) 

I have perceived in others and/or personally experienced the following types of 
activities affecting climate science: 



Perceived 

Experienced 

Neither 


19. 

21% (6) 

0% (0) 

79% (23) 

Changes/edits during review that change the 
meaning of scientific find ings. 

20. 

28% (8) 

7% (2) 

66% (19) 

Pressure to eliminate the word(s) "climate 
change'and/ or"global warming, "and/or 
similar terms. 

21. 

14% (4) 

7% (2) 

83% (24) 

Requests to present opposing views for 
"balance" even when such views would not 
be scientifically credible. 

22. 

7% (2) 

7% (2) 

86% (25) 

Disappearance/unusual delay in the release 
of websites, press releases, reports, or other 
science-based materials. 

23. 

0% (0) 

3%(1) 

97% (28) 

Self-induced pressure to change research 
or reporting in order to align findings with 
NCAR policy or to avoid controversy. 

24. 

0% (0) 

0% (0) 

100% (29) 

Fear of retaliation for openly expressing 
concerns about climate change inside NCAR. 
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25. 

14% (4) 

7% (2) 

83% (24) 

Fear of retaliation for openly expressing 
concerns about climate change outside NCAR. 

26. 

3%(1) 

0% (0) 

97% (28) 

Requests by officials for scientists to provide 
incomplete, inaccurate, or misleading 
information to the public. 

27. 

7% (2) 

3%{1) 

93% (27) 

Implicit expectation by officials for scientists 
to provide incomplete, inaccurate, or mis 
leading information to the public. 

28. 

7% (2) 

17% (5) 

79% (23) 

New or unusual administrative requirements 
or procedures that impair climate-related work. 

29. 

4%(1) 

0% (0) 

96% (27) 

Statements by officials at NCAR that 
misrepresent scientists' findings. 

30. 

10% (3) 

0% (0) 

90% (26) 

Situations in which scientists have actively 
objected to, resigned from, or removed 
themselves from a project because of 
pressure to change scientific findings. 

31. 

0% (0) 

0% (0) 

100% (7) 

Other (please elaborate below in essay 


question #40.) 


32. Number of instances of any activities listed above perceived in others in the past 
five years: 

0 1-5 6-10 11-20 More than 20 

61% (17) 29% (8) 11% (3) 0%(0) 0% (0) 


33. Number of instances of any activities listed above personally experienced in the 
past five years: 

0 1-5 6-10 11-20 More than 20 

78% (21) 19% (5) 4%(1) 0%{0) 0% (0) 


JOB SATISFACTION (circle one) 

34. 1 would recommend that scientists consider a career at NCAR related to climate science. 

strongly agree agree no opinion disagree strongly disagree 

48% (14) 48% (14) 3%(1) 0%(0) 0% (0) 


35. Morale within NCAR is: 

excellent good fair poor 

17% (5) 52% (15) 24% (7) 7% (2) 


extremely poor no opinion 
0% (0) 0% (0) 


36, Over the past few years my personal job satisfaction at NCAR has: 

increased decreased stayed the same no opinion 

25% (7) 39% (11) 32% (9) 4%(1) 
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37. After I received this survey, completing and returning it was: 

encouraged by management discouraged by management not discussed 

0% (0) 0% (0) 1 00% (29) 


BACKGROUND INFORMATION (circle one) 

38. Highest level of education: 


Post Doc 

Ph.D. 

Master's 

Bachelor's 


34% (10) 

55% (16) 

10% (3) 

0% (0) 


39. Years atNCAR: 

less than 1 year 

1-5 years 

6-10 years 

11-15 years 

more than 15 years 

3%(1) 

21% (6) 

34% (10) 

7% (2) 

34% (10) 


ESSAY (Please attach extra sheets if you need more space) 

40. The integrity of U.S. federal government climate science could best be improved by: 


Additional comments: 


If you have questions or would like to discuss this survey further, please contact 

Dr. Francesca Grifo, Senior Scientist, Union of Concerned Scientists, at 202-331 -5446. 
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QUESTION 12: My agency's management stands behind scientific staffer managers 
who put forth Kientrfically defensible positions that may be poirttcally controversial. 
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QUESTION 15: Recent changes to policies pertaining to scientific openness 
at my agency have improved the environment for climate research. 
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QUi^TiONIf. I tA and/Qf panonally Aa^AHafKAd; 
ChMif duriAf rwtow that riung# ih# m«aning «t wianttAr flndlngt. 



QUUT10N JOt I h«AA pAfCAivAtl in olhAri and/Ar fwraotially Aapanmcadt Frt&sytA l« 
Allmlnat* diA tMtdft) 'cfimata rhangA^ and/or "global warming* aitd/br limllar itnvo. 
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(XA^flON2S; I htvt in oOwr* nd/pc pr ^ g tully >Kp«rt«»cgdt f«ar of 

rvtAlUtJofl for openly «eA(«m» AlMut €hpt» 9 « my AvvAcy. 


T«t»l MASA POAA IfA tlf4S tAIM OOt OOO I RCM 



OUfSTION 21: 1 h«vt pmvtwd In Mhm and/ar parMAally axpa^iaacad; Naw of 
iMuitual adniMiuativa ra<|utr»manto or proio d uro* Ihot Impair dimato-rolatad work. 
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OlASTXJN 29. 1 h4v« pvfvtivvd in o<h«n And/or piorMNiolly oaiMrif need: 
Sutomonn by oMktelt •! my * 9 «ncy th«t microprtMfil KitntbU' findinvs. 
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OUfSnON IS: Mar«l» vwhHln my ntfk* it: 



QUfSnONM: Ov«f lh« pMt Itw )r««ri my pMrwnal )»b utttiMtiM tt my •9«A€y hM: 
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Selected Survey Response 
Cross-Comparisons 

The tables below break down survey question 
respor^ based on scientists' responses to a 
second question within the survey. The two 
columns on the left side of each table list the 
first survey question, the available responses to 
that question, and the total number of scientists 
who chose each available response option. The 
remaining columns list the second survey ques- 
tion (either Question 3 or Question 9). the set of 
available responses to the second question, and 
the total respondents for each available re- 
sponse option. The row labeled Total Respon- 
dents* lists the total number of respondents to 


the first question as well as the total number 
of respondents for each of the response options 
to the second question. The totals listed for the 
first question wilt not always equal the sum of 
respondents for the second question because 
a given sunrey respondent may rtot have 
answered both questions beirig considered. 

The percentages listed In each table are calcu- 
lated with respect to the total number of scien- 
tists answering each question. For questions 
that allowed multiple responses, the sum of 
response numbers listed In the columns may 
be greater than the number listed at the 
bottom of the column. 


Breakdown of Question 8a Responses According to the Controversial 
Nature of Respondents' Work (Question 9) 
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PrvAkPpwn ol QwmIHh) 22 AccottUng to Cootpovt# lial Naturo 

of RatpoAPton' WoHi (OiMftieo 9) 
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SrvAlidowm «f 2S fU*p»ni«i A<<ord«n9 to th« CootrmnUI Nature 

ef Reependenn' Work (Ou**ti«ri 9) 
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Breakdown of Question 8b Responses According to the Percent of 
Respondents' Time Spent on Climate'related issues (Question 3) 
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Breakdown of Question 8c Responses According to the Percent of 
Respondents' Time Spent on Climate-related Issues (Question 3) 
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Responses According to the Percent of Respondents* Time Spent 
on Climate'relsted issues (Question 3) 
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Responses According to the Percent of Respondents* Time Spent 
on Clim«te*related issues (Question 3] 
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APPENDIX D 

Model Media Policy 


T he text below serves as template for 
a media policy federal agencies could 
adopt to ensure free and open commu- 
nication between scientists, the media, 
policy makers, and the public. This model policy 
was written by Tarek Maassa rani, former lead 
investigator for the Government Accountability 
Project, and the language draws partially from 
media policies adopted at the National Aeronau- 
tics and Space Administration and the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. In 
the first paragraph below, "(agencyrwould be 
replaced by the official name of the agency if 
the agency were to adopt this policy language. 

Model Media Policy 
Section 7: Purpose 

.01 This Order establishes the _{agency)_ 
media policy governing media communica- 
tions including advisories, press releases, 
statements, interviews, news conferences, 
and other related media contacts. Public 
affairs offices have been established to 
facilitate the active dissemination of agency 
research results and to coordinate media 
and public relations activities. A principal 

goal of public affairs is to help (agency) 

most efficiently achieve its agency mission 
through policy making based on sound 
and objective science. 

Section 2; Rights 

.01 Scientists and other staff ("employees") 
have the fundamental right to express their 
personal views, provided they specify that 
they are not speaking on behalf of, or as 
a representative of, the agency but rather 
in their private capacity. So long as this 
disclaimer is made, the employee is permit- 
ted to mention his or her institutional 
affiliation and position if this has helped 


inform his or her views on the matter. The 
employee is also allowed to make reason- 
able use of agency time and resources for 
the purposes of expressing their personal 
views (i.e., accommodations comparable 
with what would be allowed on other 
pieisonal matters). 

.02 Employees have the right to review, ap- 
prove, and comment publicly on the final 
version of any proposed publication that 
significantly relies on their research, iden- 
tifies them as an author or contributor, 
or purports to represent their scientific 
opinion. 

.03 Final authority over the content of and 
parties toany particular media communi- 
cation resides with the reporter and the 
scientist with whom he or she commu- 
nicates. 

Section 3: Responsibilities 

.01 Public affairs is responsible for; 

a) promoting media attention on important 
scientific and institutional developments; 

b) coordinating and facilitating contact 
between journalists and the requested 
agency staff; 

c) providing both reporters and scientists 
with timely, accurate, and professional 
media assistance; and 

d) providing draft press releases or other 
public statements to agency scientists 
whose work is Included, to assure the 
accuracy of scientific information being 
communicated. 

.02 Employees are responsible for working with 
public affairs to make significant research 
developments accessible and comprehen- 
sible to the public. 



384 


78 ATMOSPHERE OF PRESSURE 


.03 Employees are responsible for the accuracy 
and integrity of their communications and 
should not represent the agency on issues 
of politics or policy without prior approval 
from the public affairs officer (PAO), 

Section 4: Media and Public Interactions 

-01 To help public affairs best fulfill its responsi- 
bilities, employees should: 

a) keep the PAO informed of any media 
interest or potential for interest in their 
work; 

b) notify the PAO of impending media 
contacts and provide the PAO witli a 
recap of the non-confidential aspects 
of the media conversation afterward; 

c) review drafts of press releases written 
by the PAO both for their format and 
non-scientific content, as well as for 
the accuracy of scientific information 
being communicated; and 

d) work with the PAO to review presen- 
tations or news conferences for their 
format and content to assure the accu- 
racy of scientific information being 
communicated. 

.02 Public affairs officers should: 

a) respond to ail initial media inquiries 
within 20 minutes, or as soon as possible; 

b) do all they can to help reporters get the 
appropriate information needed for an 
article; 

c) know the reporter's deadline to ensure 
timely response; 

d) provide contact information where they 
will be available, even after hours, on 
weekends, and on holidays; 

e) draft regional and national press releases 
whenever warranted; 

f) ensure a timely turnaround on press 
releases (within one week or less); 

g) develop (or coordinate the development 
of) talking points in collaboration with 
the relevant experts for the release of 
scientific papers and other agency 
products; 


h) assure agency compliance with the 
No Fear Act {a federal law that holds 
agencies accountable for violations of 
employee protection laws) by informing 
employees of their rights under federal 
anti-discrimination and whistleblower 
protection laws; and 

i) assure that as part of any relevant agency 

communications to its employees, the 
agency includes the congressional adde- 
ndum required by the Anti-Gag Statute, 
reaffirming the supremacy ofthe Whistle- 
blower Protection Act (protecting non- 
ciassified public communications) and 
other congressional acts over conflict- 
ing agency policies. 

Section 5: Media Coverage 

.01 In the spirit of openness, media represen- 
tatives must be granted free access to open 
meetings of advisory committees and other 
meetings convened by this agency, as 
well as permission to reasonably use tape 
recorders, cameras, and electronic equip- 
ment for broadcast purposes. 

.02 The PAO coordinating a meeting may 
be present, or consulted, to undertake all 
responsibilities of a news media nature, 
including but not restricted to necessary 
physical arrangements. 

.03 It shall be the responsibility ofthe PAO 
to cooperate fully with and accede to all 
reasonable requests from news media 
representatives. In instances where conflicts 
or misunderstandings may arise from the 
expressed views, wishes, or demands on 
the part of news media representatives, 
such matters should be referred at once 
to the director ofthe Office of Public, 
Constituent and Intergovernmental 
Affairs {OPCIA)for resolution. 

.04 The OPCIA director shall exercise full 
authority and assume responsibility for all 
decisions involving the news media and 
related activity. 
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Section 6: Internal Reporting 
.01 The agency will offer an internal disclosure 
system to allow for the confidential report- 
ing and meaningful resolution of inappro- 
priate alterations, conduct, or conflicts of 
interest that arise with regard to media 
communications. The system shall also 
allow for the employee’s written assessment 
of whether the matter was resolved to his 
or her satisfaction. 

Section 7: Anti-gag Addendum 
To comply with the Anti-Gag Statute (SEC. 820 
of the Transportation, Treasury, Housing and 
Urban Development, the Judiciary, and Inde- 
pendent Agencies Appropriations Act of 2006, 
PL 1 09-1 1 5, passed November 30, 2005), the 

{agency head title) shall issue a general 

memorandum to all agency and contractor 
employees informing them that ail nondisclo- 
sure forms, policies, or agreements are modified 
by the addendum below, which is incorporated 
by reference into all relevant agency communi- 
cations and supersedes any conflicting agency 
policies or rules. 

"These restrictions are consistent with and do 
not supersede, conflict with, or otherwise alter 
the employee obligations, rights, or liabilities 
created by Executive Order No. 1 2958; section 
721 1 of title 5, United States Code (governing 
disclosures to Congress); section 1 034 of title 
10, United States Code, as amended by the 
Military Whistleblower Protection Act (govern- 
ing disclosure to Congress by members of the 
military); section 2302(b)(8) of title 5, United 
States Code, as amended by the Whistleblower 


Protection Act (governing disclosures of 
illegality, waste, fraud, abuse or public health 
or safety threats): the Intelligence Identities 
Protection Act of 1 982 (50 U.S.C. 421 et seq.) 
(governing disclosures that could expose 
confidential Government agents); and the 
statutes which protect against disclosure that 
may compromise the national security, includ- 
ing sections 641, 793, 794, 798, and 952 of title 
18, United States Code, and section 4(b) of the 
Subversive Activities Act of 1 950 (50 U.S.C. 
783(b)). The definitions, requirements, obliga- 
tions, rights, sanctions, and liabilities created 
by said Executive order and listed statutes are 
incorporated into this agreement and are 
controlling. 

"Provided, that notwithstanding the preced- 
ing paragraph, a nondisclosure policyform or 
agreement that is to be executed by a person 
connected with the conduct of an intelligence 
or intelligence-related activity, other than an 
employee or officer of the United States Gov- 
ernment, may contain provisions appropriate to 
the particular activity forwhich such document 
is to be used. Such form or agreement shall, at 
a minimum, require that the person will not 
disclose any classified information received in 
the course of such activity unless specifically 
authorized to do so by the United States Gov- 
ernment. Such nondisclosure forms shall also 
make it clear that they do not bar disclosures 
to Congress or to an authorized official of an 
executive agency orthe Department of Justice 
that are essential to reporting a substantial 
violation of law." 
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